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ADVEKTISEMENT. 



If any person shall think that I have expressed myself with 
undue asperity in tlie following letters, I entreat that person 
to take up once more the work to which this is intended to 
reply, and, having read a few pages in any part of it, (I should 
except, perhaps, the latter part of the last letter,) seriously to 
put it to himself how lie would have felt, had he been one of 
those, upon whoni the author has so unsparingly and authorita- 
tirely dealt forth his censures and anathemas. Argument I 
would at all times endeavour to meet with argument. Advice 
offered in a proper spirit, as by a man to a fellow-man, a learner 
to a fellow-learner, I would listen to with attention and respect, 
and follow or decline to follow, according to the dictates of my 
judgment and my conscience. Even some excess of aeal, and 
undue warmth of expostulation, I trust I could patiently 
bear with, from a knowledge of my own frailly, and liability 
to err in the same way. But mere contumely, if I am to 
answer at all, I can only answer by rebuke. If it can be 
shown to me that I have any where brought a railing accusa- 
tion against my opponent, — or that I have visited upon the 
sect to which he belongs the sins of individual members of 
it, — or that I have given just offence to any worthy member 
of any sect whatsoever, — I shall he not merely happy, hut 
anxious, to retract and to apologise. 

While I was drawing up the following Letters, several argu- 
ments, and illustrations from other ivriters, suggested them- 
selves, which, though closely connected with my subject, I 
could not have introduced, without some danger of trespassing 
on the patience of the general reader r these, therefore, I 
have thrown into an Appendix, in the form of Notes, to which 
those who feel interested in the subjects of them may refer. 






LETTER I 



REPLY TO SOME OF THOSE PASSAGES IN THE REV. R. W. 
HAMILTON'S WORK, WHICH ARE ADDRESSED TO THE 
AUTHOR PERSONALLY. 



Dear Sir, 

1 HAVE attentively read the letters which you have ad- 
dressed to me, not without admiration of the controversial 
ingenuity, the liveliness of imagination, and the copious 
and easy flow of words, which prove them to be the ge- 
nuine productions of your pen ; but with sincere regret to 
find them breathing so little of the meek and lowly spirit 
of Him, of whom you affirm yourself, and deny me, to be 
a true disciple. I shall endeavour to reply to them calmly 
and candidly, as well as honesdy, and shall be disappoint- 
ed if I cannot succeed somewhat better than you have done 
in your late work, in transfusing into my answer the good 
temper and mildness of spirit which, I gladly acknowledge, 
distinguished a former production of yours, to which you 
have referred. Of your Strictures on my sermon, entided 
" Omniscience the attribute of the Father only," I have 
always thought and spoken with pleasure, as a convincing 
proof that even a Calvinist might write of Unitarianism 
and to a Unitarian without asperity. If I found any 
fault with the tone of your Strictures, it was one which I 
of course could readily pardon, namely, that you spoke of 
me personally in a much more complimentary strain than 
I was conscious of deserving. If I did not reply to them, 
my silence most assuredly could not have been truly 
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ascribed, as you seem to ascribe it in youi" advertisement, 
to pride or contempt. Gratitude and regard, on the con- 
trary, were the sentiments which your treatment of ma on 
that occasion inspired, and which, in my subsequent inter- 
course with you I thought,- — €n'oneously, as it now appears, 
and I am sorry to perceive it, — that I had frequently and 
clearly expressed. I confess that I did not then, nor do I 
now, regard your work as a refutation of mine. On some 
points I felt inclined to repel your objections, but nothing 
less than strong necessity ever drives me to the press or 
even to the writing-desk, and on the whole I was willing, 
as I still continue to be, to allow my Sermon and your 
Strictures upon it to go together, and to leave it to the judi- 
cious reader to form his own impartial estimate of the compa- 
rative value of the arguments which they contain. I pretend 
to no " superiority" over you ; I feel no " scorn" of your 
interference. Yoiu- friendly aid or opposition I hope I 
shall always receive in a friendly spirit ; but I claim the 
privilege of being silent or otherwise, of answering or for- 
bearing to answer, as my own inclinations and views of duty 
dictate. You complain (p. 2) that I have not treated you 
on the late occasion as you formerly treated me, — ^thal I 
did not courteously forewara you of my intention to com- 
ment on your Address, or convey the copy of which I 
requested your acceptance by my " domestic messenger." 
Fully sensible of the kindness and courtesy of your conduct 
on that occasion, I can only excuse myself by pleading 
that, in circumstances altogether different, I coidd not rea- 
sonably be expected to act as yon did. Had my letter been 
a reply to your " Stiictures," or to a temperate defence of 
your own sentiments, or even to a fair and friendly attack 
upon mine, I should have been ashamed to have been 
outdone by you in courtesy. But you well know that this 
was not the case. It was a reply to what I could not but 
deem a gross libel, expressed in most unfriendly and offen- 
sive terms, on the religious and moral character of the sect 
to which I belong, and my relation to which I shall always 
rejoice to acknowledge. You never forewarned me of your 
fisrthcoming notes to the Airedale Address, nor did you 
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send me a copy of them when printed. I blame you not 
for this : to have done so would have been to oflFer me 
a personal insult, of which I do not think you capable : 
but surely you cannot imagine that I was bound to preface 
my repulse of a most unceremonious, and, in my opinion, 
unchristian attack, by compliments which, in such a case, 
could have been no other than hollow and unmeaning. I 
am not in the habit of professing what I do not feel : what 
I felt was sufficiently expressed in the letter itself; and I 
therefore requested the printer to send you, with my 
respects, the first copy that should be printed. 

You express displeasure (p. 39, 47) that I should have 
quoted a passage from your Address in my Sermon. In 
making that quotation I have since thought that it would 
have been friendly in me, and what I should have approved 
in my own case, to omit an expression or two which, on 
second thoughts, you might not have retained, and which 
perhaps, gave somewhat of the air of a caricature to your 
picture of orthodoxy, and I regret therefore that I did 
not do so, even at the risk of being charged with garbling 
what you had written. Otherwise I know not why you 
should be displeased ; the passage in question is quoted 
faithfully, and contains nothing more than your enumera- 
tion of what appear to you, and not to you only, but to 
the greater number of those who are for cutting us oflF from 
the body of the Church, the essential doctrines of 
" Catholic Christianity." In my Sermon, for I did not 
of course preach the notes to it, I said nothing of the 
oflPensive parts of your Address ; nothing that was intended 
to have a merely personal application : My observations 
were designed to repel the assertions, and answer the 
arguments, of aU those who have lately denied to us the 
Christian name. You say that you have never, in the 
course of all your ministry, alluded, directly, or iudi- 
recdy, to any thing that I have said or written, in 
occupying your pulpit, and addiessing your congregation. 
Probably you have not thought it worth while to do so. 
Should you, however, at any future time find in my pub- 
lished writings any thing worthy of your congregation's 
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notice, in tbe way either of praise or censure, I give you I 
free liberty to avail yourself of it, as you would of the matt«r 
of any other publication ; and if you will only lake care to 
cite faithiully, and to comment impartially, I shall deem my- 
sell' rather honoured than disgraced, rather benefited than 
injured, by your thus calling the attention of your people to 
what I have written. I seldom quote from authors for 
whom I do not feel some degree of respect ; and to be 
quoted,!^ therefore, I have been in the habit of considering 
rather as a compliment than otherwise. "Meet me," you 
say, " where I meet yon, by the press and before the public 
at once ; and not having referred to me before youx own 
partizans, some of whom 1 have been encouraged to hope 
were my personal friends, allow three weeks to elapse before 
any of your reported allegations coidd be canvassed or dis- 
proved." This is written in a high strain, and sounds well 
when delivered " ore rotundo," — but it will not bear exami- 
nation, for I had made no allegations at all respecting you 
personally, and so far are you from having any wish to dis- 
prove w^hat I had said generally respecting those who deny 
to Unitarians the Christian name, that you admit fully the 
correctness of my statement of the fact, and do your very 
best to vindicate the doctiine and conduct that I had im- 
pugned. I cannot accuse myself of having acted on this, 
or on any former occasion of the like kind, otherwise than 
" openly and manfully;" though I might perhaps have had 
some misgivings on this subject if I had addressed to a 
Unitarian congregation observations directly implicating 
the moral character and conduct of the whole Calvinistic 
body. I know not whether there were any Unitarians pre- 
sent when you deUvered your address at Airedale ; but this 
I know, that more than three weeks — some months — ^had 
elapsed before I heard of it from a gentleman of your own 
denomiuatiou, and that it w^as not published at Leeds, where 
it was most likely to have attracted the notice of oiur body, 
till my intention to comment upon it had been announced. 
You may have known that there were Unitarians amongst 
your Airedale audience; the non-publication at Leeds may 
have been the printer's omission ; Ihave not the slightest wish 



to retort upon you the charge of want of openness and man- 
liness, but I must say that, so far as appearances go, there is 
greater reason to suspect it in your case than in mine. At 
the commencement of your second letter you intimate that I 
have needlessly violated in one instance the sacredness of 
private social intercourse. You refer, I suppose, to my 
having mentioned the severe censure which you pronounced 
on Mr. Wellbeloved's application of the epithets " inglorious 
but not unprofitable" to the labours of some of the champions 
of modem orthodoxy. If I had never heard your opinion on 
that subject, except from your own lips in private conversa- 
tion, I certainly should not have thought myself at liberty to 
advert to it publicly; but you will perhaps recollect that you 
expressed the same opinion very strongly, in a letter to a 
brother minister of mine, which you gave him permission to 
show to whomsoever he pleased. This being the case, I 
did not conceive that in referring to it I could be regarded 
as divulging a private communication. I observe, by the 
way, that in your late letters to me, not having the fear of 
Buder and Seeker before your eyes,* you repeat your censure 
of Mr. Wellbeloved, and moreover, strange to say ! ascribe 
his imputed want of candour in this instance to his creed. 
If there be any truth in a theoiy which, from a copious in- 
duction of passages in your work, we might conclude to 
be yours, that creeds are to bear the burden of the sins of 
all who profess them, Unitarianism, I am sure, has great 
reason to be grateful to the Rev. C. Wellbeloved, for placing 
so much lighter a load upon her shoulders, in the article of 
violations of candour and charity, than Calvinism will have 
to sustain from the perverse labours of some of her defenders. 
Amongst the personal observations in your work, of which, 
as of the least importance, I wish in the first instance to 
dispose, is your allusion (p. 120,) to the circumstance of my 
having proposed your health, some years since, at a meeting ' 
of the Unitarian Tract Society of the West Riding. " My 
name," you say, " will no more receive the insulting brand 

• See page 69 and 105 of Rev. R. W. Hamilton's Letters, and compare note 
page 37 of my former Letter. 
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Ingr toasted at a Socinian Tract Dinner." On these 
s it has frequently been oiir t-ualom, — may it 
always be so ! — to express amongst other sentiments, our 
cordial good will and good wishes towards those who differ 
Irom us, and our sincere desire that Christians of every 
YaiiouB sect may gradually approach nearer to each other, 
by approaching nearer to that common centre of truth, at 
which none of us probably have yet amved, but to reach 
which should be the end and aim of all. In conjunction 
with a sentiment of this kind I once had the pleasure of pro- 
posing the health of my late highly revered friend, the Rev. 
Thomas Langdon, and likewise of yourself. I stated at the 
time how widely different both your sentiments aud his were 
from ours ; but expressed my firm conviction that a liberal 
and truly Christian spirit might often co-exist with what 
we cannot but deem an erroneous creed, and my belief that, 
in the instances refered to, this was the case. If you think 
that to be thus noticed was to be insulted, I can only say, 
that my views and feelings are different from youi^s, and that 
I should account such an insult as an honour, from whatso- 
ever sect or party. Christian or no Chiistian, it might proceed. 
You complain of altered manners, " cold looks, and superci- 
lious obeisances, where hitherto tlie civiliries of life have been 
interchanged." Superciliousness, if justly imputed, I wOl 
not attempt to vindicate; but you must allow nie to say, that 
so far as the change in outward depoitment of your Unitarian 
friends amounts merely to an abatement of cordiality, you have 
given just and sufficient cause for it. You have pronoimced 
your anathema upon them, not merely without a sigh, but 
with many sneers. You have attacked their moral charac- 
ter in terms which may be truly denominated libellous. 
Read over again that note to which you give the epithets 
of "naughty" and "bmsque," but which, I venture to 
affiiTU, you would have characterized in a very different 
manner if you had been the subject, instead of the author of 
it,— and that other note in which, to use your own image, 
your "breeze" of calumny docs indeed swell into a 
" Boreas," and the Unitarian body is described by you as 
guilty, in their collective capacity, of " the rapine and viola- 
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tion of all that is sacred in testamentary property, — the per- 
version and compromise of all that is honest in mercantile 
transaction." Cast your eye over your seven letters, and 
observe the ridicule, and contempt, and bitterness of spirit, 
with which you have spoken, in almost every page, of the 
professors and the advocates of what you term, in the 
insulting language of Magee, (his shade, I am sure, will 
not thank you for reviving the recollection of his unjustifi- 
able asperities,) " the shallow and conceited heresy." Re- 
view deliberately and conscientiously what you have written ; 
ask yourself how you would feel towards those who should 
treat you and your friends in like manner ; and you will 
not, I think, wonder much at cold looks, or regard them 
any longer as welcome testimonies to your " Christian" 
and " ministerial" fidelity. If you had argued the matter 
fairly and temperately with us ; if you had endeavoured, in 
the spirit of Christian sincerity and liberality, to convince 
us that our creed was erroneous, and our conduct in some 
respects wrong; if you had taken for your model one of 
your own body, who, you say, but few will be of your 
opinion, " overdoes kindness,"* — ^I trust that you would 
have found our personal feelings to you unaflFected by the 
widest diflFerences of doctiinal sentiment. In that case I 
should indeed have been ashamed of the Unitarian who 
could have felt his regard for you in any degree diminished 
by your dispassionate arguments, or your faithful but 
friendly wounds. You are not, therefore, " become our 
enemy," I think I may safely say, " because you tell us 
the truth," or what you deem such ; but we cannot regard 
you as our friend so long as you speak even what you believe 
to be the truth in an evidently hostile spirit ; so long as you 
give your answer, respecting the " reason of the hope that 
is in you," in language that has no savour either of " meek- 
ness" or "respect." Of myself, personally, you have said 
many handsome things, — more, I am well aware, than I 
deserve ; but you have forgotten your own reluctance to be 
complimented at the expense of your brethren," t and, 

• See. Letters, p. 75. f See Letters, p. 120. 
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moreover, youi- compliments and friendly expressions arc so 
curiously intermixed with cuts, and sarcasms, and remarks 
obviously intended to gall and irritate, that I have no small 
difficulty in conceiving how it is that you can really feel for 
me the regard which you profess. If I were to collect your 
opinion of my character from your letters, I should say that 
you think me, for an unconverted person, possessed of a fair 
proportion of good qualities, or rather of what are deemed 
such by the world, though they do not really deserve the 
name, — pious for a religionist of my class, whose piety can 
be notliing better than blasphemy in disguise, — benevolent, 
BO fer as a hater of the Lord Jesus Christ, and an enemy to 
the best interests of his species can be so, — naif and simple- 
hearted, though occasionally addicted to controversial 
manceuvres and disingenuous arts, — amiable and sensitive, 
but somewhat soft-headed, and accessible to persuasion even 
when little pains have been taken to season it with argu- 
ment. For what is pleasing in the portrait, (and I veiily 
believe that it is sketched by no unfriendly hand, but, for a 
Calvinist's outline of a Unitarian, is more flattering than 
usual,] I thank you. There is one trait, however, which, 
whatever may be thought of the rest, is certainly not true to 
the life ; I mean the last that I have adverted to. I cannot 
change my profession till I have changed my opinions ; and 
my opinions no persuasions will move, unless they are accom- 
panied with proofs. You conclude your seventh letter with 
a serious personal appeal. For the kind feeling, and fiiendly 
interest in my spiritual weKare, which it expresses, I desire 
to be sincerely grateful. Notwithstanding all that goes be- 
fore, notwithstanding my utter inability to comprehend the 
fluctuations of a mind so differently constituted from my own, 
and which can pass so much more rapidly than mine from 
one mood to another, I am not merely willing, I am smxious 
to believe, that, when you wiote tlial passage, the spirit of 
Christian love predominated in your breast, and put to flight 
the less amiable feelings, which, unless you have done your- 
self, or I have done you, great injustice, would appear to have 
dictated no small portion of the foregoing pages. I thank 
you, my dear Sir, unafi'ectedly, for your exhortations to bear 
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in mind my responsibility, to employ my powers, whatsoever 
they may be, for the best, and wisest, and most holy pur- 
poses, — to take, if I have not found a reasonable faith, and 
to live for an end to which my soul can lend all its compla- 
cency and all its confidence, — to consider what I do, the 
ground on which I tread, and the account to which I hasten. 
Exhortations of this kind there is not one of us that does not 
greatly need, — ^not one of us that should not be ready, as the 
time and the opportunity suggests, either to receive or to 
oflfer. You will not allow me, perhaps, to say that we are 
helpers of each other's faith and joy; but you feel with me 
that we are made of one blood, to dwell together on the face 
of the earth, and that friendly assistance and counsel there- 
fore are mutually due. I gladly, therefore, and humbly ac- 
cept and reciprocate your advice, so far as it does not dictate 
to me the pursuit of your own, or any other private road to 
heaven, but merely recommends the devout and diligent 
search, the open and fearless promulgation, and the faithful 
improvement of the truth as it is in Jesus. I am as 
thoroughly satisfied after many years of serious investiga- 
tion, that you are mistaken in your peculiar views of the 
nature of the gospel dispensation, as you can be that I am 
wrong in mine. Convince me then by solid arguments if 
you can. I will promise to listen attentively to any that 
you may produce, and to weigh them as accurately and im- 
partially as I am able. But apart from these, I need hardly 
say that no persuasions, however urgent, will produce any 
greater eflFect upon my mind, than they would, I am well con- 
vinced, upon yours. I cannot see at present, the slight- 
est probability of my changing my leading opinions, of the 
truth of which every fresh perusal of the scriptures seems to 
deepen my conviction. But I will not say that I am unal- 
terably fixed. I pretend to no private revelation. Let any 
man prove to me that he has better reasons for his faith than 
I have for mine, and he will have made what I suppose I 
must now, according to your theory, call an apostate, but 
then a convert. At the same time, however, that I thank 
you for your kindly offered counsel, I beg leave to deny 
altogether, most explicitly and most earnestly, the truth of 
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the represcniatioii which you have given of the obji 
and tendency of my ministerial labours, " To degrade i 
Saviour,— to lessen the regard and love of his disciples j 
him, — to interrupt the sacred song of ' worthy is t 
Lamb,' — to deprecate the presentation of that honour I 
which the Father has eomraanded us to pay to the [ 
Son, — to forbid men to ' glory in the cross of 1 
Christ,' — and to' prevent him ' who was lifted up' from 
' drawing all men unto him,' " — these, you affirm, to have 
been the objects of my constant endeavour ; whereas, the 
Tery contrary to all these, I deliberately and solemnly 
declare to have been, and to be, the purposes nearest my 
heart, and which, with whatsoever imperfections, (and 
deeply sensible am I of their number and extent,) I have 
laboiu^d, and hope I shall never cease to labour, to 
attain. I believe, indeed, that " there is but one God, the 
Father." I receive in no ambiguous sense the clear testi- 
mony of Jesus Christ himself, that his " Father is greater 
than he;" but I believe also that, as the reward of his 
obedience unto death, " God hath higlily exalted him, and 
given him a name which is above every name, that in the 
name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven, 
and things in earth, and things imder the earth ; and that 
every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to 
the glory" — the supreme and underived glory — " of God 
the Father," (Phd. ii. 10.) Wbde, therefore, I dare not in 
thought place one whom I believe to be a created being on 
an equality with the Creator, I desire to ascribe to him, and 
to assert for him, all the dignity and honour that in my 
conscientious opinion he ever claimed for himself, I see 
him as he is described in scripture, in the midst of the 
Father's throne, within the ch'cuit of it, but not upon it,* 
at the right hand of the excellent glory, but never occupying 
its place. The Roman Catholic may say that the Protestant 
means to degrade the Virgin Mary, and the holy men of 
old, when he refuses to acknowledge them as mediators and 
intercessors ; and the Trinitarian may say that the Unita- 
rian's object is to degrade the Son of God, when he asserts 
■ Sm "Omniscience the Aitribote of the Father only," Note, page 82." 
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his disbelief of his deity ; but the assertion in either case 
is equally false and groundless, and calculated to operate 
upon no other than weak or strongly prejudiced minds. The 
question at issue between us is, " what is the rank which 
truth and scripture assign to the Son ;" nor is there any more 
wish on my part, I trust, to lower the Son's tine dignity, 
than on your's, to invade the Father's infinite and sole 
supremacy. I charge upon you no wish to bring down the 
Father to a level with his creature, — you have no right to 
charge upon me an intention to degrade the Son, The 
object of both of us, I hope, is to ascertain the truth, and 
if this be our sincere desire and endeavour, I have confidence 
enough in the justice and mercy of God to believe that He 
will not condemn the errors of the understanding, as if they 
were crimes of the will. I might, if I pleased, address you 
in the same objurgatory and hortatory style in which you 
have addressed me, warning and entreating you not to believe 
or to teach a doctrine, which, in my mind, cannot possibly be 
reconciled with the first article of natural and revealed reli- 
gion — that " God is one." " Your fine powers," I might 
say, " deserve a better cause. Despise the imputation of 
interest, and pity the charge of vacillation. Take a reasonable 
faith. Live for an end to which your soul can lend all its 
complacency and all its confidence." Call Jesus Lord, and 
honour, love, and serve him as such ; but remember that 
the Father is Jehovah, Himself alone, to whom there is 
none equal ; that He must have all your heart, and soul, 
and mind, and strength ; that to Him you must bow 
the knee as a true disciple of that Son who said, " in that 
day ye shall ask me nothing ; verily, verily, I say unto you, 
whatsoever ye shall ask of the Father, in my name, he wiU 
give it you." (John xvi. 23.) " This faith," I might add, 
" will give intelligibleness to your zeal and scope to your 
ardour. To tear yourself from long-endeared connections, 
to pass through so immense a revolution of feelings and 
conceptions, to retrace a public as well as a private course, 
will impose a sacrifice whose severity only the honourable 
mind can know. You are not where you shoiJd be, &c." 
I might addiess you thus, quite as properly and imposingly 
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as you have addressed me. But if I were to do so, how 
would you reply ? Probably by a single word twice or thrice 
repeated, — prove, prove, prove. This is my reply likewise. 
I am sincerely obliged by your exhortations and good 
wishes, but I must have proof, and much stronger proof than 
you have hitherto produced, before I can relinquish convic- 
tions which appear to me to be supported by the clearest 
deductions of reason, and the most direct and explicit testi- 
monies of Holy Writ. You intimate that I have had, and 
shall still have, your prayers. I gratefully accept the assur- 
ance, and request you to be mindftd of it. Ora pro nobis — 
" Brethren, pray for us" — this is a request which, I trust, 
I shall never be ashamed to oflFer to any fellow mortal, 
drawing near with a sincere heart to the throne of God. By 
all means let us, and all religionists, pray for each other. 
Independently of other blessings which they may draw 
down from Him before whom, if they be heart-oflFered, they 
will ascend as a memorial ; nothing, we may rest assured, 
will tend more eflFectually to calm our tempers, soften and 
remove our asperities, and inspire us with mutual good 
will. Allow me, however, humbly to suggest that the pro- 
per prayer for fallible beings is, not that others may be 
brought over to their opinions, or they to the opinions of 
others, but that all may be led to the discernment and love 
of the truth. There cannot be a better prayer than that of 
the Litany, in which, slightly altered, we can all join, 
" that it may please God to illuminate all the teachers and 
professors of religion with true knowledge and understand- 
ing of his word, that, both by their teaching and living, 
they may set it forth and shew it accordingly ! ' ' Your absolute 
certainty that you have already attained "true knowledge," — 
your fallible infallibility,* — I cannot, I confess, understand, 
or clearly distinguish from the infallible infallibility of the 
church of Rome. It may be called the assurance of faith, 
and may, for aught I know, be Calvinistically orthodox, 
but, unless it rests upon arguments, of the validity of which 
the human mind can judge, it cannot, in my opinion, be a 
rational and well-grounded assurance. At all events, an 

• See Letters, pages 10, 12, and 43. 
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internal supernatural testimony granted to individuals, to 
which you seem sometimes to allude, can be nothing to 
others, till those who profess to have received it are 
enabled to confirm their words by " signs following." 
Before I conclude this letter, I beg leave to expostulate 
with you, on the remarks which you have made respecting 
my congregation, and the result of my labours amongst 
them. On this subject I cannot think that you are 
either qualified or authorised to speak. You reprove 
me for what you pronounce the indecorum of quoting and 
commenting upon a passage of one of your published 
discourses in my pulpit: what would you think if I had 
attempted firom the press to estimate the character of your 
audience, and the influence of your ministrations upon 
them ? Would you not have pronounced this an indecorum 
far more flagrant, and less excusable? In one sentence 
you tell me that " the prejudices of irreligion are all in 
my favour, — ^that the sceptic, the worldling, and the 
indifferentist, hear me with approbation, or without 
off'ence, — that I work in the stream of their tide, if all 
is not rather motionless and stagnant." If this be so, 
which I beg leave, however, to question, the fault is 
surely my own. But in the very next sentence I read that 
I have never " gathered around me the people similar to 
my taste, or to my unaff'ectedly solemn feelings of reli- 
gion." Here it would appear that it is my congregation 
that are to blame. The riddle is finally solved by im- 
puting the deficiencies and delinquencies of both of us to 
our creed. Are your congi-egation, my dear Sir, all that 
you could desire ? Are there no sceptics, worldlings, or 
indiff^erentists amongst them ? Do you never tell them of 
their want of zeal for Christian truth, and their viola- 
tions of Christian practice f* And do you never feel, 
when you are preaching to them, that the preacher him- 
self needs the admonitions that he gives, as much as 

• Would you think it right for us to quote your faithful warnings of 
this kind, as your testimony to the moral state of your people ? See page 
7, where you have cited a passage from a sermon of Dr. Priestley's, in 
this manner. 
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"fhey,' an'd'tKat uolliing but constant watchfulness and' 
prayer can prevent him from falling into the temptations 
against which he warns his fellow men ? I do not pretend 
that my hearers are all that I could wish ; but ncitiier am 
I all that they could wish,— far from it. What are we 
but feeble helpers of each other's faith and joy, who all 
stand in need of mutual forbearance and forgiveness, and 
who should imite unceasingly to implore of God his 
pardoning mercy for the past, and his gracious assist- 
ance for the future ? I am no searcher of hearts, and 
will say notliing, therefore, of the comparative spiritual 
attainments of our congregations. This, however, I am 
competent and happy to say, that I have much to be 
grateful for in my connection with a society, from the 
members of which, individually and collectively, I have 
always experienced tlie greatest personal kindness, can- 
dour, and forbearance, and amongst whom, I humbly 
trust, that my labours of love, defective as I deeply feel 
them to have been, have not proved altogether unpro- 
ductive of immortal fruit. Should my peculiar sentiments 
be ultimately found erroneous, I can at least vouch for 
their sincerity, and console myself with the reflection, 
that I have always exhorted those who hear me to 
receive no doctrine as divine on my authority, but to 
refer constantly to the Word and to the Testimony ; and, 
like the noble Beneans, to " search the scriptures daily 
whether these things be so." My first object has been, 
(md I trust ever will be, — not to lead my heaters to 
think as I do, — but to induce them to exert their best 
powers, and to seek divine aid, in the,' search after 
truth, and the practice of righteousness. One good effect, 
I hope, that your comments on our individual and rela- 
tive conduct, unauthorised and improper as I think them 
in some respects, will produce ; — " Fas est doceri," — I 
will not quote the whole, though, notwithstanding your 
motto, the general spirit of your pamphlet might warrant 
me in doing so ; — I trust that they will animjite us to 
increased exertion, and bring home to our minds and 
hearts the admirable exhortation of the apostle — " sanctify 
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the Lord God in your hearts, and be ready always to 
give an answer to every man that asketh you a reason 
of the hope that is in you, with meekness and fear, 
having a good conscience, that whereas they speak evil 
of you, as of evil doers, they may he ashamed that falsely 
accuse your good conversation in Christ." 

With sincere good will, and best wishes for your wel- 
fare, both temporal and spiritual, — I remain. 



D£AR Sib, 



Very truly yours, &c. &c. 



LETTER II. 



ON MR. HAMILTON'S USE OF THE TERMS APOSTATE, 
RENEGADE, FAITHLESS HIRELING — REV, THOMAS 
SCOTT' S FORCE OF TRUTH — THE " PERJURY" OF 

LOCKE THE " HORRIBLE DUPLICITY" OF LIND- 

SEY — ^ASSENT AND CONSENT OF THE MEMBERS OF 
THE ESTABLISHED CHURCH TO THE CONTENTS OF 
THE BOOK OF COMMON PRAYER — " SOCINIANS" NOT 
THE ONLY "eXTOLLERS OF EACH OTHER'S VIRTUES ;" 
REV. ANDREW FULLER'S CALVINISTIC AND SOCINIAN 
SYSTEMS COMPARED — CONDUCT OF PROFESSORS NO 
CERTAIN TEST OF THE TRUTH OR FALSEHOOD OF 
CREEDS — MISSIONARY EXERTIONS. 



Dear Sir, 

Before I reply to what you have said on the lead- 
ing subjects of my Sermon and Letter, there are one or two 
other topics on which I wish to oflfer a few remarks. And 
in the first place I observe, that you continue to designate 
as " apostates," or " renegades,"* — (this last is a fresh 
addition to your lamentably long catalogue of vituperative 
terms, or, as you yourself call them " beauties of the 
vulgar tongue," )t — ^all who are led, in obedience to the 
dictates of conscience, and in the exercise of that liberty 
wherewith Christ hath made them free, to reject your views 
of the Gospel dispensation, and to adopt ours. No man, it 
seems, can depart from your standard of orthodoxy, on 
those points which you are pleased, from your privileged 
chair, to pronounce essential, without rendering himself 
liable to have these obnoxious epithets, — " uncomfortable" 
you call them, I think them in such a connexion uncharit- 

• See Letters, p. 71) 72, which the reader is requested to peruse carefully. 

•f Letters, page 13. 
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able and unchristian, — applied to him. It is perhaps well 
for you to warn your people what they may expect, should 
they venture to think for themselves, and should the result, 
in any instance, he their adoption cf Unitarian views. 
No matter how serious, how deliberate, how solemn, how 
devout their examination may be, — no matter what sacri- 
fices the open and fearless declaration of their honest con- 
victions may cost them, — apostate or renegade is the softest 
appellation that they may expect to receive from their 
former pastor and friend ; or if, perchance, in admii-ation of 
their honesty he should draw them to his "heart of hearts"* 
for a moment, it will only be to repulse them as " blasphe- 
mers," and "haters of Jesus Christ," and " treaders under 
foot of the Son of God," the next. " Poor apostate !" 
— ^he will exclaim, in language which to me sounds very 
diflFerent from that of pure unmingled pity, — " I would not 
insult thy torture nor inflame thy w^ound ! thou art already 
filled with thy own ways!" I hope your hearers, or any of 
those proselytes from Calvinistic to Unitarian views whom 
you may have had in your mind's eye, will remember that 
a denunciation is not an argument, and that it is a " very 
small thing to be judged" of your, or of any " man's judg- 
ment." But you " charge," you " suspect no sordid motive 
in this retrograde movement." There are many kinds of 
evil motives, I reply, besides sordid ones, and that evil 
motives of some kind are imputed by you, in every case of 
what you call apostacy, no one who reads what you have 
written can possibly doubt. Guilt, "horrible" guilt, with- 
out guilty motives, is inconceivable. If en-or, as you evi- 
dently maintain with the late Rev. Isaac Taylor, of Ongar, 
be criminal, that criminality must have its source in the 
heart, — ^must imply some obliquity of the will. And here 
let me obser\'e, that either your theory of ethics is a most 
exti'aordnary one, or in almost every page of your work 
you have been inconsistent with yourself, and have done, 
what you more than once explicidy disclaim all intention of 

• See p. Gf> towards the end. 
J) 
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doing. You never meddle with motives,* you say, and yet 
you are perpetually denouncing those who diflFer from you 
as objects of moral aversion and disgust, giving them 
names which would have no meaning if they did not denote 
the prevalence of inward principles of action, — that is 
motives, — of the very worst kind. Can men be apostates, 
blasphemers, haters of Jesus Christ, and have no bad mo- 
tives for being so ? If this were possible, these terms would 
no longer be, — ^what all regard them, and yourself, if I 
am not much mistaken, amongst the number, or you 
would not have employed them as you have done, — 
terms of reproach. You charge " no sordid motive," 
but merely evil ones of some other kind, " in this retro- 
grade movement.'''* We thank you for the concession, 
small as it is. May I, however, be allowed to inquire, 
who has given you authority to stigmatise the move- 
ment of which you speak, as retrograde, in so very abso- 
lute and arrogant a tone? " God's soul," you say, 

" HAS NO PLEASURE IN IT, NEITHER HAS OURS." 

Are you an infallible expounder of the divine word and 
will ? Are you authorised to say, with the Apostles, 
" It hath seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us ?" 
Is there no possibility that you may be under a mistake, 
when you maintain that in the One Mind of God there are 
three subsistences, which, though not three distinct minds, 
do yet think, speak, and act, severally and apart, exactly as 
if they were ? Is it not quite conceivable that you may be 
wrong in imagining that the doctrine of a Trinity of co- 
equal intelligent agents, (for as such you certainly represent 
them, when you ascribe to them distinct intelligent agency,) 
can be reconciled vrith that of the Unity of God? I think 
that you are under a great mistake, — that you are evidently 
wrong, — in thus imagining. The movement which you 
pronounce retrograde, seems to me a movement in advance, 

• See Letters, page 17, 38, also Strictures, page 9 : the " Malleus Haretico- 
rum of Ongar" is more consistent ; he denies that the motives of Unitarians 
can be good, and ranks the drunkard, the liar, the gamester, the adulterer, 
above the Unitarian in a moral point of view. See Taylor's Balance of Crimi- 
nality, page 73, and passim ; and yet Mr. H. defends this production. See 
Letters, page 39. 
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a return from the fictions of human error to the plain doc- 
trine of reason and scripture. AVho shall decide between 
us ? Neither of us will acquiesce in the decision of the other, 
or in that of any earthly judge. Let us then, if the argu- 
ments which we respectively urge fail to produce conviction, 
await with modesty and himiility the final award of the All- 
wise. But let us not, in the mean time, denounce each other 
with papal arrogance as enemies of God and Christ, and 
maintainers of doctrines in which " God's soul" is 
dogmatically pronounced to have no more pleasure than 
our own. From the style of your denunciation it might 
be concluded that Unitarians have no reasons to give 
for their peculiar views, but that the doctrines which 
you maintain, on the contrary, are self-evident and in- 
disputable. Should any of our readers suppose this to 
be the case, I beg leave to refer them to your own 
" Strictures"* on a sermon of mine already alluded to, 
where they will find you sometimes candidly admitting 
the apparent force of our arguments, and, throughout, 
taking considerable pains to combat and refute them, 
— with what success I leave it to themselves to judge. 
Deny the truth of our conclusions as you may, you 
have yourself placed it upon record, that the reasonings 
by which they are established are such as you cannot always 
readily refute. What right, then, have you to assume, 
that, in yielding to their force, our judgments must, of 
necessity, be warped by the criminal bias of depraved 
hearts? To be held up as "poor apostates!" to the 
mingled scorn and pity of the Christian world, — 
to be told by you in an oracular voice that there 
will be no more hope for them, if, having once embraced, 
they should cease at any future time to hold your 
opinions, — this, doubtless, to persons of weak and timid 
minds, may seem rather alarming. Let such, however, 
be reminded, that while Truth labours to convince. Error 
is often given to dogmatize, and that the disciples of 
the former have not seldom been denounced as " babblers," 
and '' bringers of strange tidings," and " turners of the 

* Sec particularly page 32 of that work. 
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world upside down." and " blasphemers of God," and 
" enemies of man," — and yet have stood their ground, 
and ultimately prevailed over all opposition. But have 
you not allowed,* you will perhaps say, that your opinion 
cannot " affect our true religious state ; that your dictum 
is utterly impotent ; that it is no passing of a sentence ; 
that it is nothing more— so independent is it of option 
and assumption — than a mere argumentative issue ?" 
True, you have allowed this, " as a logician," — (pity that 
the logician and the religionist should, in this case, be 
at variance !) and I beg your readers to bear in mind that 
you have, as it may tend considerably to weaken the 
prejudices, and allay the terrors, which your frequent 
anathemas might otherwise excite. But, after all, to 
what does this concession amount ? The writer of the 
Athanasian creed would, in all probability, have granted 
as much : his damnatory clauses, he would have told you, 
were, in themselves, mere " impotent dicta," — not in- 
tended to pa^s sentence^ but merely to declare his own 
opinion, and that of others who might adopt the creed, 
respecting the sentence that God will hereafter pass on 
Anti-Trinitarians. We all know that " the curse causeless 
will not light," — ^that the Deity does not entrust his weapons 
of destruction to mortal hands, — that the anathematizer is, 
after all, but a Salmoneus, a mere earthly tyiant, who drives 
a chariot dragged by mortal steeds over a brazen bridge, and 
delights his own ear with listening to the mimic thunders 
that he makes : we know all this, yet still we deprecate the 
anathematizing spirit. Harmony may be greatly disturbed 
for a season, by the sounds which it awakens, and children 
may be seriously frightened by them, though men cannot. 
One verse, at least, of Pope's universal prayer is well worthy 
of your notice — 

" Let not this weak and erring hand 
Presume thy bolts to throw, 
And deal damnation round the land 
On each I judge thy foe." 
I gladly acquit you of all wish to inflict the sentence you 

• See Letters, page 9. 
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pronounce, but that you do in many passages of your work 
pronounce sentence upon those who differ from you in 
doctrinal sentiment, I regret to observe. What you think 
will become of impenitent " blasphemers," " scomers," 
" gainsayers," " apostates," &c. compassion, not less 
than honesty and fidelity, might move you to declare ; but 
when you freely designate classes of men, and individuals, 
with whose conduct and motives you have not had the 
power or the opportunity of becoming thoroughly acquainted, 
by such names as these, you certainly wander far beyond the 
limits of your proper province, — forget the man, and " assume 
the God." All, it seems, are apostates in your esteem, who, 
having held what are called orthodox, adopt Unitarian views. 
It may be some consolation to such unhappy individuals, 
if any now exist, in the midst of their " tortures," and 
'* woimds," and "darkness," to reflect that men, of whose 
Christian piety a doubt has never been entertained by the 
great majority of their fellow Christians, — whose praises 
are and will long remain in all the churches, — Milton, 
Newton, Locke, Clarke, Whiston, Whitby, and in his lat- 
ter days Watts,* with many others of the excellent of 
the earth, are involved with them in one common condem- 
nation, and are amongst the number of those with whom 
you would abjure " religious intercommunity." From the 
doctrine of the " Co-equal Three," the making confession 
of whom, you know, is " the condition of the lowest 
stage of Christian discipleship," all of those enumerated 
certainly apostatized. Unitarians they were aU, and more 
than one of them, I believe, though you may not like to 
think so, what you would call Socinians. At all events 
they were none of them " Catholic Christians" of your 
school, — not one of them believers in the essential article 
of the " Three Subsistences." Surely you must restrict 
your anathemas within narrower limits ; or no one will be 
frightened by them. But you allow me to return the com- 
pliment. " You have an equal right," you say, " to 
designate him an apostate who, in renouncing your senti- 
ments, becomes, in my esteem a penitent." I know that 

* See Appendix, Note A. 
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I have an eqtial right, for T have no right at all. I thank 
you for the penuission, but beg leave, in the exercise of 
my discretion, and the discbarge of what I think my 
duty, to decline the responsibility of availing myself of it, 
I will call no man apostate, or renegade, or blasphemer, or 
any other opprobrious name implying evil motives, till I 
have ascertained that such motives really actuate him. 
I know that some excellent men, and I shoidd not be dis- 
concerted were you to prove that matiy Buch, have passed 
over from our ranks to yours : let me only be convinced 
that in so doing they have obeyed the dictates of con- 
science, and followed the hght of their own understand- 
ings, and they shall hear no reproach from me. 1 should 
deem it as criminal to brand them with the odious name 
of " apostates," as I should think it ridiculous to speak of 
those as " penitents" of whom I merely knew that they 
had renounced your creed, to embrace mine. He only is 
an apostate, in my esteem, who, from base motives, 
changes his profession ; he only is a penitent who, from 
holy and pure motives, reforms his conduct, I have 
now before me a well known tract, by the late Rev. 
Thomas Scott, entitled " The Force of Truth," sent to 
me by some anonymous friend, to whom I feel sincerely 
obliged for] the friendly and benevolent interest, which, 
I have no doubt, prompted the gift, I had read it many 
years since, and I have now read it attentively a second 
time. The author describes himself as having been, on 
his first entrance into the world, in principle a Socinian. 
That he was not a pious, a virtuous, or a consistent one, 
his own account of his dispositions and conduct fully 
proves. That he did not understand the system which he 
affirms that he had embraced, I am quite certain ; while at 
the same time I have not a doubt, {for I believe him to 
have been, when he wrote " Tlte Force of Truth," a truly 
upright and sincere man,) that he fancied he undei^stood 
it. Notivithstanding yoin' confident assertion,* that he 
drew " to the life and from it," I venture to assert, with 
equal confidence, and ivith, perhaps, as muchtJtnowledge, 
■ Set' IiCttcrs, page 00. 




27 

■ 

being myself a Unitarian, that he never knew what true 
Unitarianism was, — that he never could have been called, 
at any period of his life, a consistent Unitarian or Soci- 
nian. Some few opinions he may have held in common 
with our body, but tlie great leading truths of our sys- 
tem, — the important, because the practical parts of it, — 
he unfortunately left out. As for the doctrine which 
represents " sin as a very small and tolerable evil," — 
" man's imperfect obedience as shining with an excellency 
almost divine,'' — ^and " God as so entirely and necessarily 
merciful that he could not make any of his creatures 
miserable," (eternally miserable he does not say, or I 
should have assented,*) " without contradicting His 
natural propensity :"t such doctrine, in whatever " Soci- 
nian comment" Mr. Scott may have read it, — and he 
ought not to have left the author unnamed, — is not 
taught, nor ever has been, by any respectable member of 
the Unitarian body with whose works I am acquainted. 
Like yourself, this writer has grossly, I hope iminten- 
tionally, misrepresented our system, by the assertion, 
that it tolerates, what no system, really founded on 
the Gospel, can tolerate, — a lax and careless morality. 
" Wrapt up," says he, " in the proud notion of the dignity 
of human nature, I had lost sight of the evil of sin, 
and thought little of my own sinfulness. I was filled 
with a self-important opinion of my own worth, and 
of the depth of my understanding, and I had adopted 
a system of religion accommodated to that foolish piide. 
As far as I understood such controversies ^ I was nearly 
a Socinian and Pelagian, and wholly'*'' (this is curious) 
"an Arminian. Yet, to my shame be it spoken," 
(well, indeed, might he say so) " I sought to obtain 
admission in a church whose doctrines are diametrically 
opposed to all the three." Such was the Rev. Thomas 
Scott, by his own showing, — a person living " in known 
and in utter neglect of prayer, — with a heart full of 
pride and wickedness, — without one ciy for mercy, 

• See Appendix, Note B. f See Scott's Force of Truth, page 5. 
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direction, assistance, or a blessing Upon what he was 
about to do, — concealing his real sentiments under the 
mask of general expressions, — subscribing articles con- 
trary to what he believed, — and blasphemously declar- 
ing, at the same time, that he judged himself to be 
inwardly moved by the Holy Ghost to take upon him- 
self the office of a deacon in the Church of England." 
And yet it is insinuated, by himself and others, that, 
at this time, he was acting under the influence of 
Socinian or Unitarian principles. Profound ignorance 
alone, (and his ignorance on this topic I believe to 
have been profound, — nor am I unwilling to grant you 
the benefit of the same plea, if you demand it, for 
what you say of the same kind,*) could excuse calumny so 
gross. Unitarianism, I affirm, and let him who can disprove 
the affirmation, inculcates the strictest observance of the 
two great commandments on which hang all the law and 
the prophets, — the hatred of sin in every form and 
degree, and the unwearied cultivation of that holiness of 
heart and life, without which no man shall see God, — as 
strenuously and uncompromisingly as Calvinism ever did. 
The Rev. Thomas Scott, before his conversion (for a con- 
version I admit that it was) may have been a speculative 
believer in the personal unity of God, — and he would not 
have been the worse but the better, in my mind, if he 
had continued so, — ^but I deny that he was at that time 
a Unitarian, or indeed a true Chiistian of any kind. But 
why have I introduced his name? Not to confute his 
peculiar views, which, however, I should not think a very 
difficult task ; but to say, that, even if he had ever been 
a consistent Unitarian, one in practice as well as theory, 
I should not have dared to designate as " apostacy" his 
subsequent adoption, unquestionably conscientious, of Cal- 
vinistic views. From having been a Christian merely in 
name, he became a Christian in deed, — a pious and viituous 
Calvinist. As such I respect him, and I should feel asham- 
ed of myself if I could read his little work, strongly and 

* See Letters, page 42, 102. 
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decidedly as I disapprove and reject the peculiar opinions 
which it advocates, without cherishing an earnest wish to 
resemble the author of it in many things, and to be a fol- 
lower of him, " so far as he was a follower of Christ.'** 
No, Sir, I will give to no such man as Thomas Scott, or 
Mason Good, nor yet to any man whatsoever, of the base- 
ness of whose motives I have not convincing proofs, the 
opprobious name of apostate or renegade, " A sneer," it 
has been justly observed, " is not an argument, and where 
it tells at all it is generally against the person that uses it." 
In a page quite full of these favourite ornaments of your 
work (p. 67*) you say that if Locke was a Trinitarian, " my 
boast is gone, and my eulogium will speedily follow." You 
are mistaken. Sir, quite mistaken, I assure you. My eulo- 
gium would not follow. The admiration which I feel for 
the genius and character of that illustrious man, if I know 

• At the bottom of the page referred to, you seem to have reached the top 
of your ladder of contempt, for you there compare us to the prating coxcomb 
80 amusingly described by Horace in his ninth satire, whose insignificance 
nothing could more convincingly prove than his conceit. '^ Noris nos ; docti 
sumus." Such it seems are we, at once shallow and self-satisfied. If it be 
so, you are determined that we shall not escape unpunished ; '' naso suspendis 
adunco ignotos.** I will not say, as Dr. Parr did, on hearing of the suspen- 
sion of the Habeas Corpus Act, ^^ Qui suspenderunt suspendantur.** The 
charge of vanity and conceit has been not unfrequently brought against us by 
our opponents. It is curious that no one should have urged it more vehe- 
mently than the late Archbishop of Dublin, who, though a man of learning 
and of talent, — quiescat in pace ! was by no means remarkable for his diffi. 
dence. It would be folly to pretend that Unitarianism exempts its professors 
from this vice of a self-ignorant mind. Those of them who are unhappily 
pre-disposed may not improbably find food for it in the reflection, that they 
have, as they think, discovered the fallacy of opinions, which the great 
majority of their fellow Christians continue to hold sacred : but that there is 
any necessary connection between Unitarianism and conceit, or that the 
respectable defenders of our system are more generally chargeable with it 
than others, cannot, I am sure, be proved. The ^' heresy" of Locke and Lard- 
ner, (you will excuse me for mentioning my two favourites again — I am 
neither fearful nor studious of an alliteration) was neither ^' shallow nor con- 
ceited.*' Closely allied to conceit, but of a darker and more anti-social cha- 
racter, is spiritual pride. To this vice our system, perhaps, administers less 
food, and of this probably exhibits fewer examples than yours. But such com- 
parisons — I say it from my heart — are odious. In every system the vices and 
frailties of our nature will find something to prey upon. If Christianity itself 
cannot keep them out, how can any form of Christianity be expected to do to ! 
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any thing of myself, is altogether independent ot m 
ledge of his Unitarianism. *' Profound, truth -loving, vir- 
tuous, and pious," (the epithet " every way excellent," 
though not dictated by party feeling, I give up, as, perhaps, 
injudiciously wann,) Locko certainly was ; and God forbid 
that any base sectarian prejudice should ever extinguish or 
abate my admiration of any character, to which such epi- 
thets can he with truth applied ! I do not think that the 
excellent Rector of Aston Sandford was profound. I can- 
not believe that he was, as he avowedly thought himself, 
divinely inspired * to interpret the scriptures, or to pro- 
nounce upon the essentiality or non- essentiality of the 
doctrines which he derived from them, but I believe him to 
have been, like Locke, truth-loving, vhiuovs, and pious, 
and therefore, though he was not only a Trinitarian, but 
a Calvinist, he shall have my sincere eidogium, and if 
you wish, be your boast at the same time. I have my 
doubts, however, whether you will accept him in that cha- 
racter. You say indeed (p. 104) that you " sincerely love 
the pious and evangelical members of the Established 
Church — thinking your differences veiy minute in compari- 
son with your agreements, and raising no barrier to the 
most unrestrained friendship." But how, may I be per- 
mitted to inquire, do you reconcile this warm tender of 
affection for this particular class of the clergy with that 
rigid morality which has led you to denounce Locke as 
" peijured," on the supposition of his anti-trinitariauism, — 
to censure Lindsej's ten years' hesitation with such unre- 
lenting severity j^and to pronounce a minister of the Church 
of Scotland a " faithless hirehng," merely because he 
preached a sermon " as unlike what a sermon ought to be 
as any self-styled modem Unitarian could preach. "f Are 
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you not aware that the so-called — for I do not like your con- 
tentious prefix " self-styled" — Evangelical clergy, are for the 
most part no believers in baptismal regeneration, and yet 
constandy administer the ordinance of baptism by a form 
in which the truth of that doctrine is undeniably assumed ? 
Are you not aware that they seriously object to the use of the 
burial service of the Liturgy over the remains of notoriously 
immoral characters, and yet do, notwithstanding, thus habi- 
tually use it? Are you not aware that they have their 
doubts as to the propriety of applying the epithet " Most 
religious" to the sovereign for the time being, whatsoever 
his character may be, in despite of which doubts, however, 
they give him this appellation in an act of solemn prayer to 
the God of Truths every Lord's day during the session ol 
Parliament ? Have you never heard that they deem these, 
and in all probability several other sentiments and expres- 
sions in the book of Common Prayer unscriptural and im- 
true, though there is not one of them who, if beneficed, 
has not willingly and heartily, "lubens et ex animo," 
subsciibed to an article declaring that the book of Common 
Prayer " contains nothing contrary to the word of God," — 
or who, if unbeneficed, does not, by his constant use of the 
forms of the Liturgy, without omission or alteration, pledge 
himself, in the sight of God and man, to a serious appro- 
bation of their contents ? If these facts are not familiar to 
you, I beg to refer you to a work entitled " Ecclesise decus 
et tutamen," by the Rev. John Riland, Curate of Yoxall, 
StaflFordshire.* " I will at once," says this gentleman, 
(p. 265) " concede my own inconsistency, as a minister of 
the Anglican Church, in continuing to receive its emolu- 
ments, perform its services, and rank among its ostensible 
Supporters, while I have drawn up and published, what it is 
conceived will be considered as the largest and heaviest 
indictment ever presented by a clergyman against his 

spirit more like his own, without the introduction of a remark that was sure 
to touch a jarring chord in the breasts of some sincere mourners for him. 

* See also a I/etter to the Bishop of Salisbury, by the Rev. William Tip- 
taft, on the resignation of his living in the Church of England, just pub< 
lished. 
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brethren and himself. The jiiry of my country will how- 
ever judge, when they have heard the cause, whether my 
crime does not consist in the act of havinf^ written more 
than others, and in having clothed with words the thoughts 
of a thousand bosoms," In subsequent passages (pp. 207, 
273} this writer shelters himself under the authority of the 
Rev. Thomas Scott, author of the Force of Truth, and of 
the Rev. John Newton, the friend of Cowper, from the 
writings of both of whom he produces passages which fully 
prove that they not only regarded, but denoimced, as erro- 
neous and unscriptural, portions of that boot to " all and 
every thing contained in which" they had subscribed " their 
unfeigned assent and consent." Now you say* that " a 
man must be a faithless hireling who has solemnly pledged 
himself to the opinions of a system on which he subsists, 
and yet not only virtually renounces but professedly assails 
them." Doubtless we should sincerely love all men, and I 
do not therefore blame you for " sincerely loving these 
pious and evangelical members of the Established Church." 
I question, however, whether they will thank you for telling 
them what you think the truth in so harsh and unceremo- 
nious a style, and conferring upon them so unpleasant an 
epithet. But what is my opinion of their conduct, you have 
a right to inquire. Of their conduct, considered in itself, 
I reply, my opinion does not perhaps widely differ from 
your own. The commencement of a Minister of the Gos- 
pel's public life with a deliberate subscription to an untruth, 
however small, — the employment, in the solemn service of 
Almighty God, of words and expressions of which be who 
utters them does not approve, and still more of such as he 
positively disapproves, — this without doubt appears to me 
sinful, and I could not escape the bitter condemnation of 
my conscience, if I were to be guilty of such conduct. So 
BtiTing is my feeling on this head, that I could not consent 
to employ any liturgy, though, on some accounts, I should 
give a preference to a service at least partly liturgical, unless 
I was left at perfect liberty to make any changes in it, at 
any time that my views of truth and promptings of con- 
■ Sec Letten, p. 105. 
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science might dictate. The compulsorj conformity of the 
Church of Englaiid, — the plan of placing; the faith of her 
sons on the hook of Common Prayer, as on a bed of Pro- 
crustes, and then cutting it down, or stretching it out, as may 
be found needful; this, I ag^ee with you I believe, in wholly 
condemning ; bnt I cannot agree with you in denoimcing 
as " faithless hirelings," the unsound members of the Eng- 
lish, or Scotch, or any other Church. To their own 
Master they stand or fall. Of their conduct, its nature and 
tendency, as they appear to me, I will freely speak, hut not 
of themselves. In the Church of England, if I was to 
follow your rule, I could not expect to find a single truly 
pious and virtuous man. Her system you know, and every 
one knows, not to he of a piece throughout, but to he com- 
posed of heterogeneous materials. How then could any 
man, with the eyes of his understanding wide open, and 
hia conscience completely awake, honestly pledge himself, 
as all the clergy do really or virtually pledge themselves, to 
an equal approbation of sentiments and opinions that do 
not harmonize? "Never," says the Rev. John Riland,* 
" have the arts of evasion, sophistry, palliation, and ma- 
nagement, been more notoriously developed than in attempts 
to explain away the strictness of subscription to the liturgy, 
articles, and homilies. It is quite needless to exhibit here 
the threadbare evidence of this fact. Indeed the very nature 
of the case proves the thing ; from the necessary conse- 
quence of offering to an immense body of men, whose 
opinions are infinitely diversified, and incapable of being 
combined into any system beyond a few undisputed gene- 
ralities, a series of formularies, embraciug a vast and 
complicated variety of positions brought together at dif- 
ferent periods, and by collectors of discordant sentiments." 
This is the testimony of an evangchcal clergyman. 
Dr. Paley, a divine of a different school, is well known 
to have held a similar opinion as to the absolute impossi- 
bility of " the exact agreement of so many minds in such 

■ See " EccleHK decus, Ac," p. 260. 
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B great number of controverted propositions."* I as little 
approve of Dr. Paley's sophistical defence of subscription, as 
I do of Mr. Riland's gi'oss and acknowledged inconsistency. 
Of the two indeed the latter seems to me rather the more 
tolerable. A prevarication, it has been well observed, is 
worse than a falsehood, inasmuch as a guarded lie implies 
more art and contrivance than a simple one ; and on the 
same principle it is better perhaps to confess inconsistency, 
as Mr, Kiland has done, than to defend, or palliate, while 
you practise it. How it is that good men can reconcile 
their consciences to either line of conduct, — how it is that the 
conscientious clergy of the Church of England, and they are 
surely a large and powerful body, have not long since united 
together as one man to demand relief from a yoke so giiev- 
ons and so degrading, I pretend not to understand. My 
Unitarian conscience would not allow me to be the minister 
of any church in which I was compelled to make use of a 
single phrase, in the administration of its holy ofiices, of which 
my conscience disapproved, such for instance, (I mean no dia- 
lojalty, for his present Majesty has few more faithful and 
admiring subjects than myself,) as that already adverted to 
— " our most religious King." Nevertheless I do not think 
myself authorized to make my conscience the standard of 
that of other men ; nor am I prepared to denounce as " faith- 
less" all who do not act in that manner which strict fidelity 
to the laws of truth and righteousness would, in my opinion, 
require. I can compaie the outward conduct of men with 
my idea of the gospel standard of morality ; but I have com- 
paratively seldom the opportunity of comparing it with their 
own ; and when I have not, cannot think myself authorized 
to judge them. Of the nature of actions we are called upon 
to form, and express, our sentiments daily and hourly ; but 
of the characters of the agents we ai'e seldom competent to 
speak. This view of the subject, tiite as it is, you do not 
seem to have taken, or many things which you have said 
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would have been left unsaid. You and I could not proba- 
bly (for myself I can say with certainty that I could not, 
even if I received all the leading; doctrines oi'lhe Established 
Church) either subscribe its articles, or celebrate its worship 
in the prescribed forms, without peijuring ourselves : and 
yet I am well persuaded that, from the first foundation of 
that Church to the present day, many, very many, both of 
its officiating' and lay members, have been men with whom, — 
notwithstanding; our just scrupulosity, and, perhaps, inaecos- 
sibility to temptation on this point, — neither of us is worthy 
to be compared. Amongst these I am inclined to number 
John Locke, notwithstanding his inconsistent combination 
of Unitarianism with conformity, and Theophilus Lindsey, 
in spite of his ten years' hesitation. Of the former you say, 
that if he was not a Trinitarian, " he must have been for- 
sworn, haviug been a Commissioner of Trade and Planta- 
tions very nearly to the end of life ;" and you add that in 
that case you " wish not the aegis of even his perjured 
name."* Let me seriously recommend you, my dear Sir, 
to he somewhat more charitable in your judgments, or at 
least to make use of milder terms. For the proof of Locke's 
A nti -Trinitarian ism I beg leave to refer you to Lord King's 
life of bim (4to. p. 336 — 340). His conformity I do not 
dispute ; of that fact his being a commissioner of Trade and 
Plantations is not the only evidence. " He lived," says 
Lord King, " in communion with the Churcli of England, 
but it will appear, from the extracts" (given in the appen- 
dix to Lord K.'s life) "from an unpublished reply to a 
work of Dr. Stillingfleet, that be entertained a strong 
opinion that the exclusive doctrines of the Church of 
England were very objectionable, that he thought them 
niuch too nan-ow and confined, and that he wished for a 
much larger and easier comprehension of Protestants." 
Was Locke then " perjured, ^^ in the strong sense in which 
that term is always employed, — was he guilty of violating 
an oath of which his conscience acknowledged the sacred- 
ness and the obligation, because be did not act as you or 

" Seo Letters, psgo B?- 
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I should now tlmih it right to act in the same circum- 
stances ?* I cannot believe it, any more than I can believe 
that the Rev. Thomas Scott and the Rev, John Newton 
were perjured. I feel confident, (so far as I can be confi- 
dent of any thing,} that if any one of these truly pious men 
had seen his conduct in the light in which I, and perhaps 
you, see it, he would not have had a moment's hesitation in 
abjuring his conformity, whatever sacrifices, [and that you 
can appreciate these your own language proves,) t it might 
have cost him. The " perjured name" of Locke ! re-con- 
sider that expression I beg of you, and remember that, if 
you adhere to it, you must add the pei:jurcd names of 
Scott, Newton, and,^if the Rev. John Riland and Dr. 
Paley be right, and I behove they are, — those of thou- 
sands of others. Unitarian, Arminian, and EvangeUcal 
churchmen, with probably an equal number of wort;hy, 
though inconsistent Dissenters, whose inwaid sentiments 
and outward profession do not agree, to your long list of the 
" forsworn." Of the Unitarian Conformists — of such men 
as Locke, Hartley, Law Bishop of Carlisle, Archdeacon 
Blackbunie, &c., you will perhaps say that they were un- 
converted, and thus account for their laxity of principle, 
and your inconsistent combination, with respect to them, 
of opprobrium and applause. As men, and philosophers, 
you will perhaps say of them, that their " real merit cannot 
be overrated," J that even as religionists, they may have some 
claim to human appi-obation, seeing that " the disciple of 
Islam is religious in his way" — that "RSm awakens long 
prayeis, and Juggernaut boasts more martyrs than Christi- 
anity can record;"^ while at the same time, however, you 
will contend that there neither was, nor could be, any thing 

* It nhnuld lie remembered. In Locke's case, that UniCarianism was not \a 
hii day iiroCessKd openly in EnglaTid, and iliat he would have had ihererore to 
separate himself altogether from the ivininiuninn of his relluw Christians in the 
pulilic services oS religion, had he acted a peifectly coiiBistent part. Thii^ ia 
my opinion, he ouglit to have done : but may not kit conscienre hsve die- 
tated, — would not the cnnnciences of many eitellent Chri»iians of the present 
day dictate,— a different line of conduct? The duty of sactificing conformity 
to truth is even now liut imperfectly underetood. See Appendix, note C. 
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good in them " towards the Lord God of Israel." Thus 
you will be able without difficulty to paint the Unitarian 
Conformists white and black at the same time ; but how 
will you do with the Evangelical subscribers to " all and 
every thing contained in the book of Common Prayer?'' 
Are they too "peijui-ed, faithless hirelings," or do per- 
jury and faithlessness lose their nature, and become en- 
titled to softer appellations, when practised by converted 
persons ? If you will follow my advice, you will hence- 
forth let persons alone, and confine your animadversions, 
at least generally, to opinions and conduct. With respect 
to that man of meek wisdom, guileless simplicity, and 
imostentatiouB piety, the venerable Lindsey, I am not dis- 
posed to defend, nor did he vindicate, as right in itself, 
his protracted sojourn in a church, from whose doctrines 
he dissented, I readily acknowledge that his conduct 
would have been less open to censure, and more worthy 
of imitation, if he had acted, in this matter, with greater 
promptitude and decision. When, however, we recollect 
the natural temperament of the man, which was rather 
that of a Melancthon than a Luther, — ^when we remem- 
ber that, for a considerable portion of the period referred 
to, he cherished a sanguine expectation that the prayers 
of the petitioning clergy for relief might be granted, — 
when we call to mind moreover how much more consis- 
tent his conduct eventually was than that of the great 
majority of those who agreed with him in sentiment, — 
and when finally we advert to the terms of sincere and 
hmnble self-condemnation, in which he subsequently spoke, 
of the too great reluctance which he had manifested in 
making that "sacrifice whose severity only the honour- 
able mind can know,"— when we think of all these things, 
we shall not, in my opinion, if we possess either charity 
or self-knowledge, be very ready to throw the first stone 
at him for his delay, or even to withhold from him the 
meed of pmise for the final triumph of his virtue. I 
know not how you or I might have acted in the same 
circumstances ; supposing, however, we eould be quite 
certain that we should have come off victorious after a 
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might not necessarily : 
our virtue, even on this supposition, would have been 
greater than that of the meek and lowly-minded Theo- 
philus Lindsey. " Destined early,"* says he, " and 
educated for the ministiy, and my heart engaged in the 
service, when the moment of determination came, I felt a 
reluctance at casting myself out of my profession and way 
of usefulness, that quite discouraged me. This was probably 
heightened by my being alone at the time, having no in- 
timate friend to consult or converse with, and my imagina- 
tion might be shocked by the strangeness and singularity 
of what I was then going to do ; for such subjects then were 
not so much canvassed or become so familiar as they have 
been since. But I did not enough reflect, that when un- 
lawful compliances of any sort are requued, the first dictates 
of conscience, which are generally the righteat, are to be at- 
tended to ; and that the plain road of duty and uprightness 
will always be found to lead to the truest good in the end, 
because it is that which is chalked out by God himself." 
" Not," he adds, after a further statement of the considera- 
tions that had influenced him, — " that I now justify myself 
therein. Yea, rather I condemn myself. But as I have 
humble hope of the Divine forgiveness, let not men be too 
rigid in their censures. Let those only blame and con- 
demn who know what it is to doubt, — to be in per- 
plexity about things of the highest importance, — to be 
in fear of causelessly abandoning a station assigned by 
Providence, and being found idle and unprofitable when 
the Great Master comes to call for the account of the 
talent received." Say what you will, Sir, of the 
" horrible duplicity" of Lindsey ;t speak of him, if you 

■ Sen Belsham's Memoirs of Lindsey, p. 14, IB. 

+ See Letters, page 70 Even Robert Hall, in his " Review of Belsham's 

Memoirs of Lindsey," — a productioD, in iziy mind, altogether iinwoithy both 
of his head and heart, breathing throughout the illiberal and] bitter etitrit of 
the ■DCtoriiiD opponent, — does not go so far as you do. Even tie, disposed as 
he evidently was, when he wrote thfit article, in some splenetic honr, to be 
liberal of his censure, and a mjrgard of his praise, and to find all the fanlC 
that he possibly could, both nith the biogi'apher and his snbject, altoivs Lind- 
tey mare merit, and treads upoa his eshes less heavily, than you. " To the 
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please, as " a proselyte whose example any other party 
professing Christianity would have blushed to cite, and 
on whose grave they would ha^e forborne to raise the 
frailest memorial;" and greet his memory, after your 
peculiar fashion, with a triad of ironical epithets, ex- 
claiming " cherished virtue, departed excellence, match- 
less merit, — fiixewell!" You will not, however, persuade 
us to erase his honoured name from the catalogue of 
Christian confessors, nor will you shake our firm con- 
viction, that, though a partaker of the frailty of our 
nature, he was found faithful, where multitudes of your 
own opinions, as well as ours, have swerved fiom their 
fidelity. Love for the man may possibly have led his 
biographer in some degiee to overrate his merits and sacri- 
fices ; but that those merits were exemplary, and those 
sacrifices great, most generous minds, acquainted with his 
character and story, I think will grant. Job Orton was 
not a XTnitarian, and yet he could bear a cordial testi- 
mony to the moral worth of this *' tamperer with truth, 
sincerity, and uprightness." "Were I," says he, in a 
letter addressed to the Rev. S. Palmer, of Hackney, " to 
publish an account of silenced and ejected ministers, I 
should be strongly tempted to insert Mr. Lindaey in the 
list which he mentions in his apology, with so much 
veneration. He certainly deserves as much respect 
and honour as any one of them, for the part 
he has acted. Perhaps few of them exceeded him in 
learning and piety. I venerate him as 1 would any of 
your confessors. As to his particular sentiments, they 
are nothing to me. An honest, pious man, who makes 
such a sacrifice to truth and conscience as he has done, 
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is a glorious chfttaCter, and deseiTes the respect, esteeifi^ 
and veneration of eveiy true Christian." Thia is gener- 
ous, you will tliink, but rash. " We cannot permit our- 
eelyes," — you will perhapa say, with Hall, who forgot, 
when he wrote, that truth and error are to every man 
what he deems anch, and that there is no one who can 
discrimiDate them infidlibly on earth, — " to place sacrifi- 
ces to error on the same footing as sacrifices to truth." 
A more cautious and sober estimate should have been 
formed of a Unitarian's deserts. The " process of the 
conviction, and the speed of the result," ought to have 
been more accurately ascertained ; and the length of the 
contest should have been' admitted as a set-off against 
the honour of the victory. Orton's feelings, however, 
imhappily got the better of his pi-ndence, and he thought 
of none of these things ; but praised a Unitarian as if 
he had been a brother in the faith. Therefore does a. 
Unitarian now rejoice to honour his memory, and to 
hope that the garland with which he generously circled 
the brows of Lindsey, gemmed from time to time with 
many a gi-ateful tear of those who love that good man, 
may long continue to bloom, fresh and iinfaded, on his 
own grave. I am reminded by this part of Lindsey's 
history of an interesting parallel passage in that nse^ 
and delightfiil piece of biography, the late Rev. William 
Gilpin's life of his illustrious relative, the great Pro- 
testant reformer and saint, for such, indeed, he may 
with truth be stiled, Bernard Gilpin. In a letter ad- 
dressed by that exemplary Christian to his brother, Mr. 
George Gilpin, he details, at his request, the gradual 
prc^ess of his change from the Eoman Catholic to the 
Protestant religion, which, says he, " I think you know 
was not in a few years." He speaks of the origin and 
growth of his doubts j of his attempts to reconcile himself 
to the performance of religious rites, of which he had 
ceased to approve ; of the wounds which his conscience 
received from his want of courage, — especially during the 
reign of the bigot Mary, — to avow and act upon his convic- 
tions, as fully and openly as he thought he ought to have 
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done ; and of the encreasing strength and final establishment 
of Mb faith. His letter ends, as it begins, with expres- 
sions of contrition for the defects of his obedience, and 
of reliance on the pardoning mercy of a long-suffering 
and gracious God, " As time and health will permit," 
says he, in the commencement, " I will hide nothing from 
you, confessing my own shame, and yet hoping, with the 
apostle, ' I have obtained mercy, because I did it ignor- 
antly.' " His conclusion is as follows, — " And this I praise 
God for, that, when I was most troubled and weakest of 
all, my faitli in God's mercy was so strong, that, if I 
should then have departed this life, I had, and have, a 
sure trust, that none of these doubts would have hindered 
my salvation, — yet have I prayed God's mercy many 
times for all these offences, infimuties, and ignorances ; 
and so I will do so still, so long as I have to live in 
this World." The whole letter will be found in the 
Appendix.* One more extract &om it I will give here, 
to prove that the mind of this trne reformer travelled 
beyond his age, and that he felt even then the heavy 
pressure of a yoke, which, wonderful to relate, aftfet a 
further endurance of more tlian two centuries, has not yet 
been thrown off. The time cannot surely be far distant 
now, when conscience will assert her rights, and forbid 
all human interference in matters of religion between the 
mind and Him who made it ! "I have been always 
scrupulous and ti-oubled," says Bernard Gilpin, " either in 
subscribing, or swearing to any thing, besides the scrip- 
tures, and articles of our belief, because the scrip- 
ture ought ever to have a pre-eminence above man's 
writings. I remember, when I went for orders to the 
Bishop of Oxford, bis chaplain ministered an oath to 
allow all such ordinances as were set forth, or should be 
set forth in time to come ; which oath, when we consi- 
dered better of it, — what it was to swear to tilings 
to come, we knew not what, — it troubled not only 
me, but nine or ten more with me, men of much better 
learning than I was. I, for my part, resolved after that, 
• See Note D. 




to swear to no writing but with exception as it agreed 
with the w&rd of God." Such, then, according to his 
own faithful statement, was Bernard Gilpin, — like the 
chief of the apostles,* a frail man, whom, for a season, 
" Satan desired to have, that he might sift him like wheat," 
hut whose " faith," through the grace that was given to 
him, " ultimately failed not," hut enabled him to serve the 
Father, and to " sti-engtben the brethren," by a life of 
energetic, self-sacrificing, and consistent virtue. I know not 
what strong epithets you will choose to apply to Gilpin's 
hesitation and inconsistency ; but I have my hopes that, as 
he was not a Unitarian, you will be able to make larger 
allowances for his frailty, and will not deny him to have 
been, on a review of his whole life and character, an 
eniinenliy pious and virtuous man. Such also I maintain, — 
though I do not pretend to place him on an equality 
with Gilpin, whom the Giver of all good gifts seems to have 
endowed with a larger portion of mental energy,— such also 
was Lindsey. Pure-minded, meek, lowly, benevolent, and 
pious, he made the pursuit of the " one thing needful" 
his great object through life. Thinking soberly of himself, 
his highest ambition was to devote all his talents, whether 
few or many, (and though they may not have been of the very 
highest order, the contemptuous tone in which Hallhas spoken 
of them is by no means creditable cither to his judgment or 
good feehng,) to the service of God his Father, and of Jesus 
Christ his Lord. May you and I have grace to do likewise ! 
" Their goodness," you say, with reference to our body, in 

' I ipoke of Peter in my aeTmon as a (not the) foimder of the Christian 
churcli. A foundatton ii certainly the term applied to liim, in common with 
Mb fellow Apostles, in BCripture ; but how be could have heen figuratively a 
foundatton, except aa he was literally a founder, I cannot conceive .- doubtleu 
he acted in that cupaoity under the Founder i and when I did deny [bis? Un- 
luckily you foi^ot that Jesus Cbrist himself is described both as the founder 
and foundation — both as (he builder and the chief corner stone ; and so like- 
wise may bis followers be, in a subordinate sense. Thus Paul calls himself a 

wise niasier baUder, building on Christ as the foundation. 1 Cor. iii. 10. 

Critics should be aware that tbe sacred writers often vary their images. See 
Letter«, pages 54, 5S. 



the introduction to your remarks on Lindsey's charaxjter,* 
" I think, is very independent of their re]ig;ion. But the 
virtues of other religious bodies exist in spite of disadvan- 
tageous station, and are necessarily generated by their faith" 
This is a very bold assertion, both ia the condemnatory and 
self -applausive part of it ; and most curiously is it followed 
by the observation, that " the fulsome pi-actice of extolling 
each other's virtues is grown nauseating," and that 
" Socinians have long since overdone it." Pray, Sir, was a 
Socinian the author of the foregoing sentence, with not a 
few others, of a similar natiu-e, which your letters contain ? 
Or did the work, of which members of your body so often 
speakwith approbation, —denominated " The Calvinistic and 
Socinian systems examined and compared as to their moral 
tendency," but which, in my opinion, ought rather to have 
been entitled, " Calvinisls and Socinians compared as to 
their moral conduct," — proceed irom a Socinian jjcn ? If 
Unitarians ever have resorted to an argument of this kind, 
(I have somewhere seen it designated as the dirt-throwing 
argmnent,) I condemn them for it. The bad conduct of 
men is no proof that their tenets are erroneous, till it has 
been likewise proved that such conduct naturally flows from 
those tenets, when clearly understood, and consequentially 
reasoned upon. If Unitarian ism must fall prostrate beneath 
the rude blows levelled by Andrew Fuller, and yourself, and 
many others against Unitarians, then must I likewise con- 
tend that the Deists are quite right, and that the conduct of 
a vast and overwhelming majority of Christians is, and, for 
ages back, has been, such as to be utterly subversive of 
Christianity. But I absolutely deny the justice of any such 
inference. The argument from the nature of a man's prac- 
tice to that of his professed theory is good for nothing at 
all, till their connection, as effect and cause, has been 
fidly and satisfactorily made out. No body of Cluistians, 
nor even the whole Christian church, iu your own restricted 
sense, as it exists on earth, shall be allowed, with my leave, 
to sit for the picture of Christianity. From what men are 

• See Loiter*, page 69. 



I never safely conclude what they ougHt~to 
upon their own pretended principlee. In this single con- 
sideration I find a sufficient answer to the leading argiunent 
of Audiew Fuller's boasted work, and to a large portion of 
your present pamphlet. Were I to allow the tntth of all 
the evil that he and you have said of Unitarians — were I 
t« admit, contrarj- to my honest and firm conviction, that 
you have pronounced a fair and impartial judgment upon us, 
I should still retain my Unitarian faith as firmly as ever, 
upon what appears to me the clear and irrefragable evidence 
of scripture, interpreted by reason ; and should only grieve 
that the conduct of its professors had hitherto been so 
lamentably inconsistent with their creed, Jesus Christ 
should still be my Lord, even though the Deist could 
demonstrate, as in a certain sense he doubtless might, that 
there is not one thoroughly consistent Christian in the 
world ; and I should still continue to address divine 
homage to the Father only, though you should he able to 
prove that He has not a single Unitarian worshipper 
worthy of the name. " The truth of the gospel," says Dr. 
Wardlaw,* " and the sincerity of our profession of it, are 
two entirely distinct things, and mutually independent the 
one of the other : so that I repeat — suppose tts all, if you 
will, hypocritical and worthless professors of the doctrine 
qf Christ, it may still be of essential and saving benefit to 
each one of you to be the only sincere and consistent 
believer of it.'''' And what says that pious and good man, 
(for a recent perusal of his life by Dr. Ryland leads me 
to believe that these epithets may he justly applied to 
him, notwithstanchng the unchristian bitterness with which 
he was wont to speak of Unitarians,) Andiew Fuller f 
" I perceive," says he in a letter to a friend, f " that 
men's chaiacters are not always formed Ity their avowed 
principles j that we may hold a sound faith, without 
its having that hold of us as to form our spirit and 
conduct; that we may profess an erroneous creed, and 
yet oux spirit and conduct may be formed nearly irre- 

■ Sea Wardlaw'a Sermons, page 2t( 
■f Bylsnd'i late q( Faller,p. 67, See alao Appendix Co these tellers, the last Note. 
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spective of it ; in short, that there is a diflference between 
principles and opinions; the one are the actually moving 
causes, which lie at the root of action, the other often 
float in the mind without being reduced to practice." That 
multitudes are better, and multitudes worse, than their 
creed, is an obsei-vation as old as the age of Cicero. If 
Andrew Fuller had not only assented to it, but kept it 
in mind, the greater part of what some think his master 
piece would never have been written ; and if you had 
not wholly lost sight of, it you would not have imagined 
that you could disprove the title of Unitarians to the 
Christian name, by attacking the character of members 
of their body, or by culling, with a diligence of research 
which might have been much more honourably and 
usefully employed, what you think, and, in some in- 
stances, if I am not greatly mistaken, were well aware 
that the majority of serious Unitarians would also think, 
objectionable passages from their writings. So far as 
my creed is concerned, neither the opinions nor the 
actions of Unitarians are any thing to me, tiU you 
can show their connection with Unitarian Christianity : 
and certain I am, that you will never be able to trace 
to this source any thing, either in word or deed, incon- 
sistent with the purest and most fervent love of God 
as the Universal Father, of Christ as the beloved Son of 
God, and of our fellow-men as our brethren both 
in God and in Christ. Prove to me, if you can, 
that what you call Socinianism is, as you express 
it,* " the concentration of damnable error." Prove to 
me that it encourages, or even tolerates, any known 
species of irreligion or immorality. Prove to me, what 
you have had the hardihood to assert, that " it only 
lays the restraint of moral decency on the dizzy dissi- 
pations of the worldly gay."t Prove to me that such 
asseitions as these are not, as I believe and proclaim 
them to be, wholly destitute of truth, — and I wiU pro- 
mise to abjure Unitarianism, — though even in that case 

• Letters, page 4.'5. -j- Letters, page 42. 
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I cannot engage tliat Calvinism will gain a coiiveit in me, 
— forthwith and for ever. But in order to produce this 
effect, yon must proceed upon a very different plan from 
that which you have hitherto pursued; you must "syllo- 
gize" in a very differeut style ; you must analyze, — not our 
conduct, which, like your own, we admit to be very defec- 
tive, and unworthy of our creed, — not our writings, which 
we cannot deny are often written, as may sometimes, per- 
haps, be the case with yours, in a spirit very different from 
that which our religion would prescribe, — but that creed — 
that religion itself. You must show us that our distinctive 
doctrine of the strict personal Unity of God,* as opposed 
to yours of the " Three Co-equal Subsistences," is, as you 
contend, contradictory to Scripture, and subversive of all 
true religion and morality. We are perfectly willing to 
discuss with you the scriptural evidence of Unitarian doc- 
tiine ; but, being sensible of our own frailty and frequent 
inconsistency, we are not willing that our creed should be 
regarded by you as uniformly, or even generally, respon- 
sible for our conduct. Unitarianism we frankly allow can- 
not abide this test. Is Calvinism better able to do so ? 
I trow not. Let the test alone then ; and advise any future 
Andrew Fuller that may rise up amongst you to do the 
same. Men's characters cannot always be tested by their 
outward actions; how much less their doctrinal systems'. 
" We are holier than you, therefore our faith is better than 
yours," — is an argument fit only for a Pharisee, the veiy 
enunciation of which ia almost all that is required to prove 
it unsoiuid. What does the " God I thank thee" of the 
boaster demonstrate, but that he has little or nothing to 
■ As Unitarians, wa regard ihia aa our distiiietive doctrine. Aa Chriatians, 
WB of course hold with you, " ail the eammon facts and general evidences of 
Chriatianity." If I liad been aware that you ware lilcely to forget this latter 
position of yOTir own, and that the " subauditur" in my letter would have 
puzzled you, and cont you half a page of conjectures, (see Letters, p. 61) I 
would have made a point of writing it in full. As a teacher of youth, I ought 
indeed to have koown twtter, for I have often found that there were no words 
which some of my pupils had so much difficulty in understanding as those that 
were not exprassed. To supply an ellipsis is more than some matter-of-fact 
minds can manage, I nas not, however, awace thai yours was a mind of tbii 
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boast of? You wiD, perhaps, make a distinction between 
seels and individuals, and contend for the applicability 
of such a test in the fonner case, though it may be 
denied in the latter. The distinction is fallacious : in 
both cases our ignorance and partiality unfit us to decide. 
The Pharisee would doubtless have thanked God, with as 
much seK-complacency, and as little reason, for the vast 
pre-eminence of his sect and system over those of the Sad- 
ducee* or the Essene, as he did for his personal superiority 
over the poor publican. The test of Missionary exertion, 
I observe, is a practical one, upon which you lay much 
stress. How long, let me ask, has the bright " day of 
small things," of which you speak (Letters, p. 34, 35) so 
exultingly with respect to your own body, and so tauntingly 
with reference to ours, commenced ? Unless I am much 

* I am reminded here of one of the many illustrations which your work sup- 
plies of the folly of expecting that sectarians will judge righteously the conduct 
of those who differ from them. The " Sadducee,'* you say (p. 104) " is most 
likely to be the Herodian;" the implied meaning of which is that the 
Unitarian is most likely to be the fawning courtier, and the time-serving 
sycophant. You favour us with no reasons. You adduce no proof, one fact 
alone excepted, viz. — that Mr. Belsham was an advocate for a liberal and com- 
prehensive Establishment. Was ever a large and sweeping conclusion deduced 
from such — I cannot even say, premises ? Your single fact itself is worth 
nothing. Mr. Belsham, though his expressions were sometimes courtly, as 
his personal address was always courteous, was no Herodian. Now and then, 
indeed, he might speak of persons in high station in a style somewhat too 
deferential for democratic ears ; but all who knew him, I believe, will testify 
that there never was a more inflexible adherent to principle, or a more un- 
compromising advocate of truth. ^^ Buy the truth and sell it not*' might have 
been his motto. Not a grain of it would he have complimented away to any 
man. Had he been the character that you insinuate, he would not have 
made nearly so many enemies, and might, in all probability, have secured a 
much larger portion of worldly prosperity. He had an honest opinion, which 
he had every right to maintain, — ^to which however it is notorious that he 
made few^ if any converts, amongst his own body, — respecting the desirable- 
ness of an Establishment on the most liberal plan. And, therefore, it seems, 
you think yourself justified, in describing him as a compound of the Sadducee 
and the Herodian, and insinuating moreover that Unitarianism has a natural 
tendency to form such characters. You cannot even say that you impute no 
" sordid^* motive here. How groundless the imputation is, I need not trouble 
myself to prove. I will leave it to your own body to decide whether the great 
cause of civil and religious liberty has not generally, if not always, found 
zealous and consistent advocates in ours. 



mistaken, your foreign-misfiionary zeal has grown much 
within a few years ; aud dates its commencement ahnost, if 
not qiiitc within the memory of liring men. For centuries 
your hody has far outnumbered ours ; have your missions 
and missionaiics been always numeroiis in proportion ? 
You know well that this has not been the case. Is it to 
your fti/siem, then, that the fault is to be ascribed ? If not, 
how can you he certain that our system is to l)lame for our 
imputed delicicncics in this respect ? Calviniiits, it seems, 
may slum)>er as long as they please, without discredit to 
their creed ; but if Unitarians are not always on the alert, 
Unitaiianism must answer for it. Your sect, like a wealthy 
sinner, may very reputably do nothing till the mid-day of its 
existence; while ours, like a poor one, must ex]^>ect no 
better portion than harsh treatment and contempt, if it be not 
awake and hard at work by early dawn ! I really think 
that we must petition, if you are so severe upon us, for a 
ten hours bill. Wait till we are a little older ; allow lis to 
remain a few years longer under the domestic roof ; and we 
will then go out cheerfully, and measure strength with you, 
abroatl as well as at home. One powerful motive for exer- 
tion of this kind some of your body, (for I will not, after 
your example, impute to the whole what is proved only of 
a part,) certainly do possess, wliich I trust never will 
quicken the zeal of ours. " My own opinions," you say, 
" are quite adverse to the possible salvation of the virtuous 
Heathen." I rejoice to maic it known, that, on this point, 
my opinions are as widely diffei-cnt from yours as they can 
possibly be. Here, indeed, we arc diametrically opposed. 
I am grateful to Him who " willcth not that any should 
perish," that I read in his word of truth and love no such 
horrific doctrine as that of the final damnation and eternal 
pimishment of the whole Heathen world.* " Another 
gospel," to use your own words, I should indeed call it, if 
I could find this dogma in its pages, or indeed not " an- 
other," for it would not be " glad tidings." If you think 
it good news to hear, — what natural religion most assuredly 
could not have taught, — that myriads of the hiunan race, 
• S*e Leeters, p. 87, and cnnipare p. 20. 



49 

hitherto beyond all comparison the larger portion, having 
sinned in the loins of Adam, their federal head according 
to the scholastic jargon, and never having received from 
God that supernatural grace which he knew to be the sole 
means of their recovery, must not merely perish, but suffer 
everlastingly; — ^if you deem this a piece of welcome in- 
formation, redolent either of " Glory to God or good- will 
to man," I can only say that I have no power of sympa- 
thizing with you, and that before I can, the doctrine that 
" God is Love," must, in my opinion, be erased from my 
mind, and have lost its influence over my heart. No, Sir, 
we have not, I most cheerfully grant, this stimulant to our 
zeal. The Gospel seems to us to hold out far better hopes 
for the future condition of our unenlightened brethren. We 
read in it more than one plain and explicit declaration that 
they will be tried by their own law; and that their im- 
provement of the one talent committed to their care will be 
as effectual to their salvation by free grace, as our improve- 
ment of the five talents we have received will be to ours. 
We do not believe in the damnation of all the Heathen. 
If we did, I trust we should not take so much merit to 
ourselves for the late dawning of a " day of small things," 
as you appear to do. With motives so terrifically urgent, 
ought not your language rather to be that of deep self- 
abasement that you have not done more ? You make your- 
self very merry with oiu* foreign department, forgetting that, 
if you had only looked back a few years, you might have 
indulged in the like indecent mirth, at your own expense, 
with quite as great, if not greater cause. " The direct 
efforts of this system," you say,* " we cannot dread. It 
never yet sent out a Missionary, though it found abroad a 
renegade from Christian profession,^"* — ^for so you denomi- 
nate a Baptist Minister who became a Unitarian, though 
you have never inquired whether he did so from conscien- 
tious conviction, or otherwise. " I know not the number 
of its converts," you continue, " but believe*"* (this is a 
serious word in the mouth of a thinking and a good man ; — 
upon what evidence, may I ask, does your belief rest ? If 

* See Letters, p. 71* 



you have ever applied in ihe proper quarter for information, 
you have reported what is not true ; and if you have made 
no such application, what right have you to believe at all f } 
— " that the only one is now in England, and that native 
Unitarianism must be re-shipped, ere it appear once more 
in India." Many more aneers succeed, condensed into a 
few lines, and you thus conclude, determined that your 
paragraph, Uke a well written epic, shall have a beginning;, 
a middle, and an end, all in perfect harmony — " We enter- 
tain no anxiety about the extension of the system, so far as 
Socinian vigour and zeal will push them. Long have its 
votaries felt what the public has fully accorded, that their 
strength is 1o sit still" Wbetlier we sit or stand, wtdk or 
run, 1 fear we shall find it very difficult, if not impossible, 
to please you. How shall we act, my dear Sir, that you 
may treat iis with that decent and " customary politeness," 
which, adopting as your own* the foul language of the 
Rev. Mr. Taylor, of Ongar, you say that we can " scarcely 
stoop to show towards the Saviour whom in our hearts we 
hate?" Ifwe sit still, you deride us. If we move, your mock- 
ery continues. If, having, as you will readily acknowledge, 
plenty of work on our hands at home, to remove what we 
deem the accumulated prejudices and superstitions of ages, 
we employ our ministers where we think that for the present 
they may he most useful, you scoff at our inertness. If we 
wish to increase the number of labourers in the vineyard, 
then you tell us, (pointing or blunting your satire — which 
shall I say ? with a jeu de mots, which, like David Levi, is 
not a jeu d' esprit, t) that the " mathematical unity" of our 
Unitarian academy which has " long enjoyed its single 
blessedness, seems rather threatened," for that " whether 
legal pi-oceedings and refused supplies have lately crippled 
its resources or not, it has stooped to advertize for pupils." 
Now " all this is" what / call " little." I only speak what 
I sincerely feel when I express the wish that your aca- 
demies, whether few or many, — and from no invidious 
motive will I ever inquire into their niunlier, or the mode in 
which they are conducted, — may be the means, in the 
■ See Letter), !>■ 40, SI, \ See Letters, p. GO and 74. 




lianda of Providence, of diffusing that unfeigned love of 
useful knowledge, and that pious ardour and perseverance 
of scriptural research, which will ultimately lead, whether 
at an earlier or later period, to the discovery and elucida- 
tion of Gospel truth. So also can I say with equal sin- 
cerity of your missionary labours. Wherever they have 
succeeded in making men wiser, holier, and better, I 
rejoice in their success. Never will I " sneer" at the 
labours of the honest and pious missionary, let him be of 
what sect he may. I have no wish that he should be 
silenced because he followeth not with us. On the con- 
trary, my prayer is that he may find many to follow him, 
so far as he is a follower of Christ; that " the light which 
he kindles" may beam back joy and peace upon his own 
heart ; that the " amelioration which he produces" may be 
twice blessed in him that gives as well as him that takes ; 
and that his errors, whether of doctrine or of practice, may 
be overruled for the glory of God, and for the good of man. 
A " benevolent rivalry"* is the very thing that I should 
desire ; but I question whether the terms which you have 
chosen are exactly those which such a rivalry would dic- 
tate. " Let them do the same things with their enchant- 
ments, if they can !" This sounds as if you understood 
too literally the precept to " provoke to love and good 
works." And now, Sir, I hasten to bring this long letter 
to a close. My object has been to expose your unjustifi- 
able use of hard terms, and personal aspersions, which, even 
if they were merited, would not be relevant ; and, so far 
as it might be in ray power, to prevent the talent and wit 
which you frequently display from misleading others into 
what i should think the very erroneous idea, that you have 
sound argiunent and sober truth upon your side. I have ex- 
amined a few, and only a few, of the ingredients with which 
you have seasoned so highly and so abundantly the repast 
provided by you for the public. You cannot wonder, and 
will not probably be displeased to find, that I think your 
apices pungent. You, doubtless, intended that they should 
be 80. I have endeavoured to prove that they are hk^- 
* See Letlerg, p. 7S. 
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wise unwholesome, — that their hot and acrid juices may not 
improbably injure the health of any one who allows them 
to mingle with the kindlier fluids that circulate through his 
system, — and that simpler and plainer food, though per- 
haps less pleasing to the palate, would nourish more. 
How far I am right I leave it to my readers to judge, and 
remain, 

Dear Sir, 

Very truly yours, &c. &c. 





LETTER III. 
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UNITAIIIANS, WHETHER THEY BELIEVE IN THE SIMPLE 
HUMANITY OP JESUS CHBIST, Oil IN HIS PRE-EX- 
ISTENT AND SUPERHUMAN NATURE, IMPROPERLY 
DENOMINATED SOCINIANS— UNITARIANS ENTITLED 
TO THE CHRISTIAN NAME — ^MR. HAMILTON'S OPINION 
ON THIS SUBJECT CHANGED SINCE HE WROTE HIS 
" strictures" — MANY PERSONS CHRISTIANS, AC- 
CORDING TO THE APPROVED AND SCRIPTURAL USE OP 
LANGUAGE, OF WHOM IT CAN NEITHER BE AFFIRMED 
NOR DENIED THAT THEY ARE TRUE CHRISTIANS — 
THE DOCTRINE OF " THE CO-EQUAL THREE" VIRTU- 
ALLY^ REJECTED BY MANY NOMINAL TRINITARIANS, 
AND ALLOWED BY SOME REAL ONES TO BE A MERE 
HUMAN INFERENCE FROM THE DECLARATIONS OF 
SCRIPTURE, NOT EXPLICITLY TAUGHT THEREIN — 
THIS DOCTRINE AS HELD BY MR. H. INCREDIBLE, 
BECAUSE CONTRARY TO REASON — NOT TAUGHT IN 
THE BAPTISMAL FORMULA, NOR ELSEWHERE IN THE 
NEW TESTAMENT— NOR IN THE JEWISH SCRIPTURES 
— AUTHOR'S MOTIVES FOR DEFENDING THE CLAIM 
OF HIS SECT TO THE CHRISTIAN NAME. 



Deak Sib, 

I HAVE now to review the substance of your reply to 
my Sermon and Letter. A few remarks suggest themselves at 
the outset on the appellation by which you have chosen, on this 
occasion, to distinguish our body. When you wrote your 
" Strictures," you had the courtesy, and, as I must regard it, 
the good sense, to call us Unitarians. " The Author," you 
said,* " uses this designation, because adopted by the body to 

■ Sec Strictures on " Omniscience the Altriliule otlhe Falheronly, &c.'" 
I.y Rev. R. W. HBDiilton, p. 7. 
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whom he applies it. This is his invariable conduct towards 
all communions. He concedes nothing in this instance, they 
understanding it as he does not. He still feels that, ipsojhcto^ 
he is an Unitarian.*" Fresh light, however, it seems, has since 
flowed in upon your mind, and you now think it right to treat 
us in a manner in which no other communion has ever been 
treated by you : and wherefore ? Not under the influence of 
any personal motive ; for '* none of this denomination," you 
assure your readers, " have ever been unkind"*' to you ; nor 
have you ever had " a sore, irritated, suspicious feeling towards 
any person of this class.''* But you have " since learnt how 
the concession is abused."""!- By whom ? By me ? By any 
living author or person.? No— but by Dr. Priestley in his 
Farewell Sermon at Mill-Hill Chapel, which, I suppose, you 
had not read when you wrote your Strictures ; —by a noted 
academic at the period of his expulsion from Cambridge, many 
years prior to our first controversy ; — ^by my excellent prede- 
cessor, Mr. Wood, in his funeral discourse on the death of Mr. 
Cappe; — and by Mr. Eelsham, in a passage of his Calm 
Inquiry, which had probably escaped your notice when you 
formerly referred to that work.J Really, Sir, I am reminded, 
by your reasons for departing from the wise plan, and relin- 
quishing the generous principle on which you formerly acted, 
of the apology for a more serious discourtesy, adduced by a 
well-known character in one of the fables of Phoedrus — " Pater 
hercule tuus maledixit mihi." You consider yourself doubt- 
less a Baptist, and yet you do not refuse that distinctive 
epithet to the Anti-paedo-baptists, though they have often, in 
former times, made a bad use of their privilege, and stigma- 
tised both you and me, — it is well if they do not still some- 
times offend in that way, — as mere babe-sprinklers, in no 
respect entitled to the honourable name of Baptists. You 
denominate the members of the Established Church, or Church 
of England, — if indeed you can conscientiously use that large 
epithet, — Episcopalians, though you contend that yours are 
the true scriptural episcopoi or bishops ; and though you are 

• See I^etters, p. 6. -j- Letters, p. 3. 

X See Strictures, &c. p. C2. 
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well aware that they have often spoken of, and doubtless 
still regard, your holy orders as nothing better than pretended 
ones, and your bishops, without either lawn sleeves or plu- 
ralities, as no bishops at all. Finally, not to multiply ex- 
amples, which I could readily do, in the instances of Presby- 
terians, Friends, &c., but to content myself with that which 
you have yourself adduced, — notwithstanding Dr. Milner's 
vicious " sorites,"* you persevere, if I am not mistaken, in 
calling Roman Catholics what they call themselves, and do not, 
like some Protestants, possessed of more zeal than charity, 
make a point of styling them Papists, under the pretence that 
you think the term more applicable. I cannot understand, 
then, why you might not quite consistently retain the practice 
of your youth, and, notwithstanding the unfair advantages, 
wliich some of our body, in former days, before either you or 1 
had buckled on our armour, took of such candour, call us 
Unitarians atill. For my part, I rather envy you the name 
of Independents, which is one that I much admire, but, as 
you have got prior possession, I will not invade it. Unitarian, 
I have already pleaded, and you have not disputed my plea, 
is properly opposed not to Tritheist, but to Trinitarian, the 
name which you have voluntarily adopted. In this, which I 
contend is the natural, meaning of the term, the only one that 
I have ever attached to it, you do not pretend to be a Unitarian, 
A Monotheist, a ngid one if you will, I never have denied, 
nor ever will deny you to be, — however difficult, or even im- 
possible, I may find it, to reconcile your belief in the Trinity 
of persons with that which you profess, I doubt not as sin- 
cerely) in the Unity of essence. I regret tliat you have de- 
parted from your once " invariable" rule, which, in my opinion, 
was a reasonable and a good one, framed in a friendly spirit, 
and promotive of peace amongst men of different sentiments. 
I regret especially that, in departing from it, you should 
have followed the bad example of those Controversialists, who 
have written against us in the very worst spirit, and who, 
with equal discourtesy and impropriety, have designated us 
Socinians. That name, you are well aware, we have 
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repeatedly disclaimed. On this ground alone you should nS^ 
] have given it to us. The term Calvinist, or any other of the 
• like kind, I should feel myself bound, in mere politeness, not 
to apply to any one that objected to it. But why do we 
object to this term Socinian ? In the first place, hke the 
term Papist already alluded to, it has long been used, whether 
justly or unjustly it matters not, as one of reproach, and we 
naturally wish, though you, perhaps, would have no objection 
to disappoint us here, to break a disagreeable association. 
Even Lord Chancellor Brougham, whose studies,— wonder- 
fully multifarious and profound as they have been, — have not 
probably included much of Theology, has discovered that the 
term Sociniau is generally meant to give offence, and used 
as a " bad name," which, you know, we ought not to give to 
any animal. " If the question," said he, in a judgment 
which he lately delivered in the Court of Chancery, and which 
you have probably seen, " had been^are you a Socinian or 
not — are your writings and your doctrines Socinianism or not — 
are your congregations persons holding Socinian opinions or 
not ? — I could easily imagine that the Rev. Mr. Wellbeloved 
and others connected with him might have a great objection to 
giving answers to such questions, because Socinianism, or what 
is called the heresy of Socinus, is what no professors ought to 
be charged with — it is" — (here his Lordship makes a little 
excursion out of our English dictionary, in which you will not, 
I think, object to accompany him) — " dyslogistic, it is vitu- 
perative — it is unfakr — it is not, I believe, apphcable to the 
Unitarians, or to their doctrine, and therefore a man might 
object to the question, as a trap, or indeed an indignity." 
We are much obliged to his Lordship for granting us the 
protection of the Court. Our principal objection, however, 
to the name which you have given us is not the vituperative 
force which it has acquired from the vulgar use heretofore 
made of it. As far as I am myself concerned, I care very 
little for this. For the memory of tlie Socini, though they had 
their faults, I have no small respect ; and should count it 
quite as high an honour to be called after them, as you can 
possibly do to take your appellation from Calvin. We object 
to the name chiefly because, even when applied in a far more 



restricted manner than you have applied it, to those only o( 

our body who agree with Socinus, in maintaining the doctrine 
of the simple humanity of our Lord, it is so far from being 
truly descriptive, that it might lead, if voluntarily assumed 
by us, to a serious misapprehension of our sentiments. We 
are not Socinians, either in theory or practice. We can never 
agree to dissociate, as Socinus did, the great truth, that the 
Father alone is God, from its practical consequence, in our 
opinion no less true, no less important, no less clearly and 
explicitly laid down in Scripture, that the Father alone is to 
be worshipped. We think ourselves more nearly allied to our 
Arian brethren, who, though they bcheve in the pre-esistent 
and superhuman nature of Christ, do not regard him as the 
Hearer of prayer, but address their petitions to the Father 
only, in the name of the Son, than we are to Socinians pro- 
perly so called. We can conscientiously worship with the 
former in the same temple ; we could not with the latter, if they 
acted upon their avowed principles. You yourself indeed 
have taken the trouble to prove in the most striking manner 
the impropriety, not to say indecency, of designating us as 
you have done. You have quoted a passage* from the Ilaco- 
vian or Socinian Catechism, from which it ^rould appear, that 
our Polish fathers, as yon term them, had their doubts whether 
those who maintain, as we do, that no " Vice-God" has been 
appointed to hear and answer prayer, but that tho Father 
I be addressed in the offices of devotion, could even 
be regarded as entitled to the Christian name. You knew 
this, and you were likewise probably aware that Francis David 
was persecuted, not indeed as Servotus was by Calvin, unto 
death, but still persecuted in some degree, by Socinus, for main- 
taining the very opinion that we unanimously hold on this 
point,— and yet you modestly " surmise that you may give us 
the title of Socinian without offence." With all due respect 
g leave to decline it, and to suggest the propriety of your 
treating us as you would be treated by us. We permit you to 
choose your own name : Why cannot you allow us the same 
privilege ? Must you christen us first, only that you may 

* See Letters, p. 39. 
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un christianize us afterwards ? You intimate indeed, in i 

amusing passage, that your intention in giving us tliis name is J 
to do us a favour. " AH that is compassionate," you say, 
" forefend any abridgment of that corpuscle of theology which 
is already microscopically minute ! Had we imputed to them 
a further waste and reduction of their scanty frugal residue, it 
would have been insult upon penury. Its deep poverty has 
excited different emotions, and called Jurth some riches of our 
liberalili/.'" Need I say, my dear Sir, how deeply your kind- 
ness affects U8 ? I hope, however, you will feel the propriety of not 
absolutely forcing upon us a bounty, which, weak as you may 
think the confession, we are really unwilling to accept. And 
yet, on second thoughts, I begin already to repent of my 
gratitude, as you so soon did of your youthful folly.* A doubt 
suggests itself whether your liberality is so kindly meant as 
you pretend. The warning words of Laocoon in Virgil rise 
to my memory " Tiraeo Danaos et dona Jhrentes.'''' Suppose 
for a moment that we were to accept your kindness, and to 
become not only almost, but altogether Socinians, for your 
sake ; how can we be certain, that the " Vice-God worship,'' 
recommended to us, would not be forthwith made a fresh count 
in your indictment, and that you would not immediately 
proceed to charge us with idolatry as well as blasphemy .' 
Seriously, you must be well aware, Sir, that you meant 
us neither kindness nor courtesy, but the very contrary, where 
you determined to call us Socinians. Even if you had no 
immediate intention of irritating or offending us, at the very 
least you must allow that you took no pains to avoid irritation 
and offence ; witness the jeering passage that I have quoted 
above. We believe, as I have already reminded you,-f- in the 
Divine Mission, Miracles, and Resurrection of Jesus Christ ; 
we acknowledge him, as under his Father, our Lord in this 
world, and our Judge hereafter : and we confess ourselves 
bound by Divine obligations to receive his doctrines, obey his 
precepts, and imitate his example; — and this you describe as 
" a corpuscle of theology microscopically minute." Consider, 
Sir, whether such language does not savour as much of rash- 

• Sae Letttrs, p. 5. f Sea my formor Letter, p. 32. 
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tieBS an^ preeumption, as of levity. What would you think 
of describing our Lord's Kuramary of the law and the prophets, 
or his parable of the prodigal son, or of the good Samaritan, 
or his Sermon on the Mount, or the smallest portion of that 
doctrine which you receive and understand as wo do, in the 
same contemptuous terms ? And yet what, in fact, are these 
but truths and precepts included in our " corpuscle of theo- 
logy ?" Surely, Sir, you ought to take care lest in your /eal 
to degrade us, you should throw out observations reflecting 
upon the doctrine of our common Lord. Whatever portion 
of valuable truth Unitarians may, in your opinion, reject, you 
will find, I thinli, upon re -con si deration, that they retain 
much, in common with yourself, of infinite and eternal value, 
and of which to speak slightingly is no proof of reverence, 
either for the gospel, or for him who gave it. Happy would 
it have been for the Heathen world if it had been illumined by 
a tenth part of the light that proceeds from any one of the 
numerous systems of Christian doctrine ; not excluding your 
own, than which there are few, in my opinion, more densely 
surrounded by the dark clouds of human error, prejudice, and 
fiction. Only let the light of Christian piety and morality 
beam through,— let the perfect example of him who did no sin 
be exhibited in its spotless beauty, — let those doctrines still be 
taught, those truths still inculcated, which all Christians un- 
derstand and believe alike, — let our Lord's improvements upon 
the precepts of them of old time, his new commandment of 
universal love, his assurance of life, immortality, and a judg- 
ment to come, and all that great mass of moral and religious 
knowledge contained in his invaluable discourses, and the writ- 
ings of his inspired followers, concerning the meaning of which 
there is no dispute, — only let these be retained, and I will 
praise God for the promulgation of the system that retains 
them, and regard the rising of that system on any part of tlie 
Fagan world, as the rising, not of a mere " fractional and 
atomic corpuscle of light,'' but of a star of the first mag- 
nitude, an infinitely brighter and more glorious luminary 
than ever shone in any Pagan heaven,— than ever beamed on 
the eyes of a Confucius, a Socrates, or the " most learned and 



pious" of the followers of Mahomet. But to return from 
digression, into which I have been led hy your " corpuscular" 
view of the Gospel system of morality, — whatever excuse you 
may urge for denominating those of our body Socinians, who 
believe, with Socinus, in the simple humanity of our Lord, 
I cannot conceive what plea you will offer for including, as you 
have done, under the same name our Arian brethren. What 
you have said of oitr opinions, ministers, chapels, academies, 
&c,, applies equally to them as to us, and you have made no 
exception in their favour ; indeed you could not consistently 
do so, they likewise not having reached the " Jirst stage of 
Christian discipleship." Of those whom I mentioned in my 
letter some were Arians. Locke, I believe, — Price certainly, — 
and, unless he has changed his sentiments since he published 
his able sermon preached at the ordination of the Bev. Jared 
Sparks, Channing* likewise, — are to be numbered amongst that 
denomination. Some Arian ministers are members of what 
you, most improperly, not to say rudely, call the British and 
Toreign Socinian Association. Of the American "Unitarian 
Association I rather think several, and of the Irish almost all 
the members are of this description. Arians too, if I am not 
mistaken, may be found amongst Lady Hewley's Trustees, 
and several valued members of my own flock are Arians. Did 
you think that these also would deem it a compliment to be 
styled Socinians ? Unitarians they may claim to he, and, as 
such, waiving minor differences, can frequently and cordially 
co-operate with those who, like them, believe that the Father 
only is God, and that to Him alone Divine worship is to be 
addressed, through his beloved Son : but they certainly are not 
in any intelligible sense of the word Socinians, nor would any 
of them consent to he so denominated. Though they regard 
Christ as a created being, they believe in his pre-existcnce and 
his super-human nature, and would therefore, on good grounds 
reject any name which should imply a denial of that belief. 
But Mr. Belsham and a few others, it may perhaps be said, 
have questioned the title of Arians to the Unitarian name. 
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They have done so, I grant ; but m my opinion, and in that 

rf the great majority of their brethren, without any just or 
sufficient cause. No Arian, most assuredly, could have joined 
the British and Foreign Unitarian Association, if those who 
established it had agreed with Mr. Belsham on this point. If, 
then, you really cannot conscientiously call us Unitarians, I 
would humbly request, in concluding this part of my subject, 
that you would designate those of our body who believe in the 
simple humanity of our Lord by some epithet more appropriate 
than that of Socinians,* — and likewise that you would discover 
or invent some appellation, which may be applied to all those 
who hold the inferior and derived nature of the Son, and the 
sole and imdividcd sovereignty of the Father. If I might 
venture to hint, since you profess to believe in a Triune God, 
why not call yourselves Tri- Unitarians, and leave our body 
undisturbed in the enjoyment of their present name ? Surely 
this plan would obviate all difficulties, and put you in possession 
of a title that would carry in itself a complete refutation of our 
Gupposed arrogant claim to be the only maintainers of the 
Divine Unity ! But I come now to a more serious question — 
Are " the Reli^onists who designate themselves Unitarians'" 
entitled to the Christian name ? Adhering tenaciously to the 
doctrine of your offensive note, you answer in a high and per- 
emptory tone in the negative ; and profess to rcply,^in what 
manner I am now to examine, — to the arguments adduced for 
the affirmative in my Sermon and Letter. And in entering 
upon this subject, I think it only due to myself to rebut tlie 
charge of dis ingenuousness and double-dealing contained in the 

■ I had thought of sag-^sling the epithet Humanitarian a for this section of 
out body, but And that the aeniilirc feelinffs of yoiirs might he n-nunded by 
our appropriation of it. "We heard a MiDister of some repute in Mr. 
Hamilton'!! contieiion," eny* a reviewer in the Slonthly [lepository for JanU' 
arr, "eic^im, 'They call tliematilves Humanitarlaus, forsooth ! as if every 
Trinitarian did not also believe in the true and proper humanity of Jesus 
Christ.' " It would really seem as if all the good names were pre-occnpied, 
and our opponents would leave ua none but the njck-names to make our choice 
from. Kn looner do we express a predilection for aoy partieular appellation, 
than some one cries oiic " that's ours"— oi- " We have a right to that." M'o 
should tre under a great ohligaCion to any one who would diacoTer for us a 
good descriptive name, to which no one could urge either a claim or an 



first sentence of your 6rst letter, and expanded over some * 

pages. I have announced, you intimate, with a tone of sur- 
prise and sign of marvel, what I had well known previously. 
I have resorted to unexpected tactics, to catch my opponent at 
an advantage. I have ingeniously contrived and enacted far 
effect, a pomp of grief and majesty of displeasure which I did 
not really feel ; and in your second letter,* you express not a 
little wonder that any doubt should have existed in my mind 
concerning your sentiments in reference to our challenge of the 
Christian name, and broadly hint that I had reason to know 
both from what had passed between us in private, as well as 
from what you had, to my knowledge, said publicly, that the 
sentiments expressed in your Airedale Address, on which I 
animadverted, had been " invariably" yours. Now, Sir, I 
utterly deny this. I unaffectedly disclaim any such unworthy 
trickery as that which you ascribe to me. Whatever you may 
have said to others in private, — whatever you may have ex- 
pressed publicly when I was not present, — I certainly did not 
know, till I read your note of happy memory, that you had 
cut us off, so far as you had any power to do so, from the body 
of the external church, and represented us, though acknow. 
ledged believers in the Messiahship of Jesus, as bearing no 
more relation to him, or to his spiritual body, thau Confucius, 
or the disciples of the false prophet Mahomet. Most assuredly 
your note was a surprise to me. And I will say more, it was 
a surprise to some at least, if not many, of your own body, 
who had probably more frequent and better opportunities than 
I could have of hearing your undisguised sentiments. I 
believed indeed, as I have stated in my letter, that you 
considered us as unsound members, branches that bore no 
good fruit, and must therefore eventually he lopped off, 
unless, in the meantime, through tlie gracious care of the 
Husbandman, the sap of life should begin to circulate in them ; 
— in this flattering light I knew that you regarded us, but I 
was not aware that you had ever gone so far as to announce our 
complete " Christian dismemberment,'" — a dismemberment, 
you now state, as complete as that of any Heathen idolatrous 
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sect can be. No, Sir, such a view of the Gubject most certainly 
you had never breathed into my ear, nor had I ever heard of 
your placing it publicly on record. When yon wrote your 
" Strictures," I cannot help thinking still that you were of a 
different opinion, though you say that your opinion on this 
subject has never altered. " It may be inquired indeed," you 
say, [p. 6 of that work,) " what intercourse can subsist between 
persons who are at antipodes in religion. I fearlessly answer, 
amid the whine of bigotry and clamour of party, that we 
mutually hold all the common facts, and general evidences of 
Christianity."* — " To consider Deism and Unitarianism as 
the same,'" you observe in the same work, p. 30, " is palpably 
urfair ; for besides overlooking many important^ distinctive 
features, it is to forget some of the most laborious and useful 
illustrations of the Christian evidence.^' Is this like a total 
denial of our connexion with the Christian body ? Do these 
passages prove that your opinions have undergone no change, 
and that I must have been guilty of disingenuous manoeuvring 
when I seemed to think that they had ? When you wrote your 
" Strictures," it seems, we were not Deists : now we are not 
Christians ; but you have always assigned us the same position, 
and called us by the same name : What is it then ? for I 
really have not heard, and wish to know. Like Mahomet's 
tomb, we appear to hang between heaven and earth, in a state 
of complete " dismemberment" from both. We are not even 
demi- Christians, for we have nothing of Christianity in us, — 
not a whit more than that good man Confucius,^ that " pure, 
juBt, wise, benevolent" person, " formed in the noblest mould, 
endued with the most cultivated intellect, a specimen of un- 
aided humanity, a seer having his eyes open to all the visions 
of uninspired knowledge," — " that virtuous heathen," to whose 
" possible salvation, "§ however, " your opinions are quite 
adverse," though on the whole you have more hope for him 
than for any of us. Are we demi-Deista, then ? I find no 



* Would your eye in its preaeat state Lave taken cagni 
I'eBpeot fully — of siich a "corpuBcle of theology ?" 

t Compare Letters, p. 63. J See Letters, p. 
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such explicit denial of out complete dlsm embedment from that 
community : but if we be, I am still at a loss to know of what 
the other moiety of us consists. Assuredly, Sir, you have 
altered your opinions since you wrote your Strictures, or you 
did not then faithfully tell us what you believed to be the 
whole truth ; and yet you accuse mc of manceuvring, because I 
could not read in your mind thoughts which your never ex- 
plained to me. Is this fair ? One would think that you took 
me for the patriarch Joseph, and assumed it as ccitaiu 
" that such a man as I could certainly divine ;" but I am 
sorry to say that this is far from being the case- " Davus sum, 
non CEdipus." And now for your arguments — these are con- 
tained in your third and fourth Letters, to which I refer my 
readers, humbly requesting that, to save me the trouble of 
repeating much that I have already said, they will, after care- 
fully perusing those two letters, give the sermon to which 
they are meant to reply, and the passages of Scripture 
referred to in it a re-perusal as careful, and then put the 
question impartially to their own minds, whether the argu- 
ments adduced by me have received any thing approach- 
ing to a satisfactory answer. This preference of what I 
have written myself will perhaps appear to you " amusingly 
simple-hearted." It is notwithstanding sincere. How far 
it is reasonable or otherwise the reader must judge. You set 
out with allowing that " to be a Christian is to be a disciple of 
Christ."" The definition so far, you say, ia all that could be 
wished, but in my further explanation of the term disciple you 
profess to find contradictions; what they are, however, you 
have not stated, nor can I discover. After reading over your 
criticism* several times, I profess myself unable to comprehend 
it. By a disciple of Christ I understand one who receives him 
as a Divinely commissioned Instructor, and learns of him 
according to his ability. I have said indeed that all are 
Christians, be their peculiar opinions of Christ's doctrine what 
they may, who take him for their Lord and Master ; or in 
other words that all are disciples who go to the school, however 
differently, according to their different degrees of diligence, 
docility, and talent, they may understand, and profit by, the 
• See Irfiiei'B, p. 21. 




MsGter^s lessons. Wheie U the contradiction ? point it out) 
if you can. But you, il seems, will allow none to be dis- 
ciples — none to be Christians, who are not proved to be truly 
worthy of the name ; while I, on the contrary, maintain all 
to be disciples— all to he Christians, (not indeed in the sight 
of God, but so far as ice have any right or power to deter- 
mine,) who make the required profession. You are for settling 
noiin who are Christians indeed, I am for leaving that to be 
determined by the Universal Judge hereafier. Our dispute, 
in short, is about the meaning of the term disciple of Christ 
and Christian, which we botli admit to be synonymous. The 
expression — a false disciple, an " inconsistent and immoral 
Christian,"* you regard as a " solecism" in language, while I 
on the contrary agree with my valued friend, whose words you 
quote, in considering it as perfectly allowable, and correct. 
" Christian," according to the scriptural and received use of 
the term, I think to be synonymous with " member of the 
kingdom of Christ, or of heaven," taken in the widest sense, 
as inclusive of all the called, many of whom, we know, shall 
not be chosen. AVhatevcr you may think of my flowers of 
speech, about which I am indifferent, — otherwise I might 
perhaps in revenge have taken a malicious stroll in your large 
garden, — I cannot but regard the parables of the wheat and 
the tares, the net, and the bridal feast, as strongly corrobora- 
tive of this view of the subject. f These parables clearly set 
forth a doctrine, which indeed many other passages of Scrip, 
ture might be produced to confirm, that Christ's earthly king- 
dom comprises within its ample circuit professors of his reli- 
gion — Christians so called^— of every description, respecting 
the truth and sincerity of whose profession, and the vitality of 
whose connection with the Great Head of the Church, it is 



• See Lellen, p. 96. f Sea LetterH, p. 56, and Hutton'a Sermon, p. IB, 19. 
X Does not Mr. H. suppose, that those were recognized bb Christian! ja 
tbi! primitive chnrch, nho, being aroffed believers in Christ'n mission, were 
endowed with power TroLa on high to work miracles in his name F Yet we 
kaow that eren of tliese not a few will be rejected in the last day as workers 
of Iniquity. See Matt. vii. 21—23. As apecnlative believeii, and bearers of 
the name, they might be pennitted f 
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neither for tliem nor their fellow professors now — but must 
remain for Christ himself hereafter, to decide. Whatever may 
be the rules of particular churches, with which our controversy 
has nothinff to do, the passages referred to seem to me 
to prove distinctly that it is not for uninspired men to cut 
off whom ihey please from the Church Universal; that it 
is no business of theirs to set about pruning the true 
vine, and consigning every branch to the flames that to their 
eyes may seem unhealthy or unfruitful. Disciples and Chris- 
tians, you say,* are " kindred and convertible appellations.'" 
" As the disciples were called Christians, bo the Christians were 
disciples.'" Now I admit, with respect to the term Christian, 
that we cannot, from scripture authority, directly prove that it 
was applied indiscriminately, as I contend, to professors of the 
Christian faith, of every class, and description of character: 
for, the word occurring but three times in the whole New Tes- 
tament, we read of no Christiaos except those so called at 
Antioch : and it is certainly possible though not very proba- 
ble, that this name, which you think, — for reasons, however, 
by no means convincing to my mind, — was in the first 
instance divinely imposed, may have been then and there 
strictly confined to the tlite of the body, divinely discriminated 
from the rest. But with respect to its synonyrae " disciple of 
Christ," we do meet with some passages rather unfavourable to 
your hastily assumed theory. We find for instance Judas 
particularly mentioned as a disciple, John, xii. 4.-f- "We are 
told in Matt. xsvi. 56, that " all the disciples forsook him and 
fled.'' In John vi. 66, we read that " from that time many of 
his disciples went back and walked no more with him." In 
the Book of Acts xx. 30, Paul admonishes the church of 
Ephesus that "from amongst themselves men should arise 
speaking perverse things, to draw away the disciples after 
them." And, not to multiply quotations, we find our Lord 
himself making the very distinction for which wc contend, 
John viii. 31. " Then said Jesus to those Jews who believed 
on him, if ye continue in my word then are ye my disciples 
indeed (oAnfla-;— truly.)'" Now I think I have made it plain, 

> See Letleci, p. 26. f See nlsa Mutt. xxvi. 8, 19, 21. 
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HtHerTHat you have granted too mucli in alloning " disciple of 
Christ" to be synonymoua with " Christian," and must retract 
the rash concession, or that you have given to the term 
" Christian" too limited a meaning. That the latter is the 
case there cannot, I think, be the shadow of a doubt. There 
is nothing in scripture opposed to the opinion that Christian, in. 
the general sense of the word, means a disciple of Christ, 
whether worthy or unworthy of the name, — a point respecting 
which men are often more ready, than Jit, to judge : and by 
use, " Qnem penes arbitrium eat et jus et norma loquendi," 
this employment of the term is most undoubtedly sanctioned. 
What says the Rev. Joseph Hughes, of Battersea,* whom I 
am sure you will allow, with me, to be a highly respectable 
authority on such a question ? " In this discussion," says he,- 
referring to the Bible Society Trinitarian Controversy,-f- "the 
term Christians has been urged with much particularity, and 
with all the plenitude of its compreliensive import. But have 
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■f With respect to the subject of this controversj', I perfectly agree with 
you, that the insertion ot the term Chrislia-ns in the ninth rule wss needless 
and utivise. I tniist contend, howuver, that the Parent Society, by its late 
proceedings, with every Auxiliary Sodety that has concurred with it, has dis- 
tinctly recc^niied the title of Unitarians to the Chriitiaii name. They have 
left hoth the ninth rule aud the thirteenth unaltered. The right of ministers 
of our denomination to attend upon the committees as Chrislian JfinisUra is 
directly conceded ; and if this concession has not been made " buna fide,'' with 
& conviction of its lawfulness, tlien^ave such societies been guilty of a pious 
fraud, against which every upright member of them ought to have protested. 
I am persuaded, however, that (his has not been the casej but that, in acting 
ss they hare done, these societies hare conscientiously admitted what they knew 
that they could out with truth deny, riz., our right, ai believers in the divine 
mission of Jesus Christ, toassume the Christian name. If you " welcome my 
colleagueship" in this Society, it mnst be as a Fellow-Christian ; in no other 
character could I conseieniiounly offer it, so long as the rules remain what they 
are. " Some," you say, " would preserve its" (the Bible Society's) " verbal 
aaniToey {it is nothing more) by drcumscribing it. I would do the same, by 
throwing it entirely and universally open !" Vour plan I allow is by far the 

best but it has not been acted upon — the circumscribing rule is left, and 

Uoitsiiana, by a public act of the Society, are declared not to he excluded by it. 
There are cases when a regard to" verbal accuracy" is the same thing as a regard 
to truth. I< not this one of them ? The very least that you can do, to preserve 
your consistency, in my mind, is to move the eranue of the word CluisiitDs 
from the ninth rule. 
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we not read, heard, and spoken of nominal as well as real 
Christians ; and often without thinking it to be incumbent on 

ouraelves and others to prefix either of the epithets ? Are not 
whole nations bo designated, in contrast with Jews, Mahome- 
tans, and Heathens P When the apostle said, ' He is not a 
Jew who is one outwardly,' ho conceded that name, in a modi- 
fied sense, to a man having no title to it, in the sense which 
alone was availing. — Is not my statement strictly analogous, 
when I add ' He is not a Christian who is one outwardly ?' 
Admit this, and you sanction the application of that higher 
name to such as cannot consistently pretend to any thing be- 
yondit. The right to be mentioned as real Christians may be 
disproved either by the avowal of fundamental errors, or by the 
retention of sinful dispositions and practices. What then .' 
Are we obliged to depart from settled usages, by uniformly 
withholding the designation Christian from those v/ho,—asJar 
as loe canjudffe,'"^(l am glad that Mr. Hughes has had the 
grace, which all would not have had, to insert this qualifica- 
tion,) " are hut nominally such ?'' Even best friends will difi'er 
sometimes, and you and the excellent Secretary of the Bible 
Society arc here directly opposed ; indeed you give htm, with- 
out intending it I dare say, rather a hard blow, designed pro- 
bably for some heterodox head, I hope he will soon recover 
from his surprise, and retaliate, in which case I shall perhaps 
make my escape, as you did at the end of your third letter, 
" during the little confusion" — " Clamor utrinque, undique 
concursus. Sic me servahit Apollo." — " Should it be ar- 
gued," 7/ou say, " that there is no real compromise, that the 
apostle says that they were ' not all Israel who were of Israel,' 
and so it may be added, that they are not all Christians who 
are called Christians, — We answer, the ease is fallacious. For 
every Israelite by birthright had a political title to be of 
Israel — he became a member of the commonwealth on circum- 
cision; and the contrast, instituted by the sacred writer, is 
founded upon a possible or admitted double meaning of the 
same word. But Christian has no such extrinsic secular ap- 
pellation, and never had but one meaning assigned to it, except 
hy men who desire to corrupt its purity and level its dignity."" 
Hear this, Mr, Hughes! — you, and all the innumerable 
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wmers smA preachers, orthodox and Iieterodox, who hare 
heretofore spoken of nominal, as discriminated from real, of 
merely baptized, as distinguished from truly regenerated^ 
Christians, are henceforward to be regarded as "men who 
desire to corrupt the purity and level the dignity" of that im- 
portant term. Surely, My Dear Sir, this is an imputation of 
motives, which you yourself must perceive, after a moment's 
reflection, to have been rash beyond measure, and wholly un- 
warranted. May I ask whether you have always acted up to 
your own rule ? Have you never spoken of any person's being' 
a Christian, as distinguished from an unbeliever, without in- 
tending to commit yourself, likewise, to the excelierce of his 
moral and spiritual character, and to represent his " faith as 
made perfect by works ?" Have you never described any part 
of the nominally Christian world as being still lost in sin ? 
Should inquiry be made of you as to the number of the Chris- 
tian population of any country, would your conscience compel 
you to enumerate and report the true Christians only ? But 
whatever may be your practice, or that of the members of the 
Trinitarian Bible Society, King Use has long since settled 
this point, and the Christian name has been given from time 
immemorial to all who profess the religion of Christ, whether 
worthily or not ; and it is fit that it shoidd be so, since of true 
desert or the absence of it, man, for the most part, is not com. 
petenl to judge ; nor is it desirable that he should waste, in a 
Tain attempt to investigate, and decide upon, the merits of others, 
the valuable time which might he so much more profitably devoted 
to his own improvement. But Unitarians, it is objected, do 
not even profess the religion of Christ. In my Sermon, I 
have endeavoured to shew, by arguments which, in my opinion, 
you have not shaken, that a professed faith in the Messiah- 
ship and the Resurrection of Jesus Christ was the only prescribed 
condition of Christian discipleship. But this faith was in- 
clusive, you contend, of a belief in the Trinity, Original 
Sin, Atonement, &c. &c, I still ask for the proofs, cer- 
tain that you have not yet produced any that will satisfy the 
unbiassed inquirer after truth, though Prejudice, like Jealousy, 
in "trifles light as air" finds " confirmations strong as proofs 
of Holy writ."" You maintain that the peculiarities of your 
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creed are the fiindamental and essential doctrines of the Gospel, 
without embracing wliicli no man car, or ever could, be a 
Christian. " We declare,"* you say, "that the condition of 
the lowest stage, the preliminary to the merest toleration 
of Christian discipleship" — (even the Italics here are all your 
ownj — " is the making confession of the co-equal Three, with- 
out whose co-operation the Christian covenant loses all its force, 
&c." Surely, then, we might justly expect to find this doc- 
trine at least, if not those others which you deem equally 
essential, clearly and distinctly set forth in those discourses of 
the Apostles, in which they profess to deliver to their hearers 
an outline of the doctrine of the Gospel, — discourses which, 
the sacred historian informs us, were, in numerous instances, 
eflfectual to the conversion of those who heard them. In the 
speech of Peter on the day of Pentecost, by which so great a 
number were persuaded to join the Church, in his discourse 
before Cornelius, and in the several addresses of Paul before 
Agrippa, at Athens, and elsewhere, we must suppose that the 
fundamental truths of the Christian religion, the "conditions 
of the lowest stage of Christian disci pleship," at the very lea.st, 
would have been set forth in terms which no hearer could mis- 
understand. Again do I refer the candid reader to the book 
of Acts, and request him, with an impartial mind, to ascertain 
for himself whether what I have stated is or is not the fact, 
namely, that in the passages in question, vo statemeiit what- 
soever, much less a clear and distinct one, can be found cither 
of the doctrine of the Trinity, or of any of the cognate doc- 
trines of modem orthodoxy. For my own part, indeed, I have 
never been able to discover such statements in any part of the 
New Testament, Now is it not somewhat extraordinary that 
the Rev. R. W. Hamilton, laying the foundation of the College 
at Airedale, or preaching on almost any given Lord's day, — 
for I have heard that he generally makes a point, and with his 
views I think that he is perfectly right in so doing, of embody- 
ing in his discourses the leading peculiarities of his doctrinal 
system, — should set forth the fundamentals of the gospel, so 
much more explicitly and intelligibly than Peter or Paul, 

■ Sea Letters, p. 3H. 
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labouring for the conversion of the world, and enlightened by 
the su^estioDB of the Holy Spirit ? In vain do I look through- 
out all their speeches and writings for any such statement of 
the doctrines of the " Catholic Church," as the Airedale 
Address contains. The doctrines of the Messialiship of Jesus, 
of the pardon of sin upon sincere repentance, of the resurrection, 
of the future judgment, and of immortal bfe, — these, which I 
conceive to be the essential doctrines of the gospel, they do 
preach and set forth plainly, and powerfully, and repeatedly. 
But of the " Co-equal Three," their joint covenant from all 
eternity, their identical yet distinct agency, &c., they say 
nothing in a plain straight-forward manner, if indeed they say 
any thing at all, which I cannot discover that they do. To 
their uninspired successors, (I may venture to call them so at 
least by comparison,) they have left it to state, for the first 
time, distinctly and unambiguously, the "conditions of the 
lowest stage of Christian discipleship.'''' This doctrine of the 
" Co-equal Three" and their covenant, I may observe by 
the way, is ipso facto, rejected by the large and respectable 
bodyof the modal Trinitarians, South, Walhs, VVhately,* &c , 
as well as the supporters of the Dual system, which Dr. Watts 
for some time maintained, and which Robert Hallf informs 
U8 that he once held : while not a few even of the strict Trini- 
tarians candidly allow that the doctrine, as they receive it, is not 
directlif taught in the Scriptures, though it may, in their 
opinion, be clearly and indubitably inferred from them. 
Amongst these I may mention that most amiable and excellent 
prelate. Bishop Hcber, and the Rev. James Carlile, of Dublin, 
a learned divine of your own denomination. " Nor is it any 
imputation," says the former, " on the truth or importance of 



■ See the controveny between Smith and Sherlock — also Dr. Whatdy's, (Ihe 
preaeot Archbishop of Dublin) ubBerTaliona on the word pErson, in the 
Notes to his able Treatise on Logii!, in the ixmrse nf which he clearly shows 
that the doctrine of tlie Trinity, as commiinly held, involves Tritheiam. I 
wish Dr. W. had stated how the doctrine of the pre-eiistence of the Son or 
Word, and his inter iimen tali ty in the work of creation, which, as a member 
of Che Churah of England, I presume he holds, ia to be reconciled nith mere 
modal Trinitarian] Km. 

t See Robert Hall's Works, vol. 5, p. 630. 
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a doctrine that we discover it, like the Trinity in Unity, n 
much from the direct assertions, as from the implied meaning, of 
Scripture; that it is a consequence deduced from revelation, 
rather than itself in express terms revealed."* On this remark 
of the worthy Bishop's I shall merely observe that, whatever 
men may think of the truth and importance of their own de- 
ductions from Scripture, neither modesty nor charity will war- 
rant them in placing them on the same footing with the 
express declarations of Scripture, or in imputing criminality to 
those who do not acknowledge their validity. " We have 
now,"-|- says Mr. Carlile, entering on the consideration of the 
Trinity properly so called, " come to the limit of explicit 
revelation, and are entering upon the region of reasoning and 
inference. We have heen hitherto employed in eliciting the 
facts of Seripture^we now proceed to deduce an inference from 
these facts, I admit, therefore, that we have not the same 
clear light to conduct us that we have hitherto enjoyed. I 
admit that a doctrine of inference ought never to be placed on 
a footing of equality with a doctrine of direct and csphcit reve- 
lation." Mr. C. then goes on to state that though he believes 
the doctrines of the Incarnation of the word, and the Supreme 
Deity of the Holy Spirit to be expressly and explicitly revealed, 
he cannot regard that of tlie Tri-personality of the One God 
in the same light. This, in his opinion, is a doctrine of infer- 
ence. " It is exceedingly probable," adds Mr. C, " that this 
statement may not appear satisfactory to many of my ortliodox 
friends, who perhaps may expect that 1 should follow an 
example which is too generally given, of becoming confident in 
assertion in proportion to my want of evidence. But that I 
cannot do. I will be as confident as I believe the Scripture 
■warrants me ; but I will not consent explicitly to assert what 
ia not explicitly asserted in the word of God." This passage 
is highly creditable to the writer. If you had examined and 
written in the same spirit, you could not I think have asserted, 
that " the condition of the lowest stage of Christian disciple- 
flhip, Stc- is the confession of the Co-equal Three ;" thus 

* See Huber'i Bampton's Lectures, p. IS?. 
f Sm Carlile on the Deity of Chriit, p. 369. 
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tbrowitig overboard, as Christian disciples, not only all tbe 
Unitarians from Milton downwards, from whom you probably 
part with small regret, but all the modal Trinitarians, advocates 
of the indwelling scheme, &c. — all, in short, who can find out 
the contradiction evidently involved in the proposition that 
Three minds can be One mind. "Jkhovah is One,"" the 
Bible tells us. The proposition contains no revelation, if it 
does not tell us in what sense He is One. That He is One 
seltexistent, eternal, infinite Being or Mind, is obviously its 
clear testimony ; but according to your theory this one mind 
contains three co-equal subsistences: What subsistences are 
you do not inform me, but deny them to be distinct minds or 
beings : on listening to your statements, however, I find that 
you represent these subsistences as thinking, speaking, and 
acting apart, — as making covenants, and performing severally, 
acts to which they severally pledge themselves. Now I have 
never known, nor, as a human being, can I possibly conceive, 
any species of voluntary agency, of which a mind is not tbe 
agent : by " subsistences" therefore I must now conclude, 
whatever you may assert to the contrary, that you mean, if you 
really have a meaning, "minds;" and your proposition there- 
fore is that in the infinite mind of God, which Revelation has 
taught us to regard as One and indivisible, there are in fact 
three infinite minds, co-equal and co-cternal, each being all- 
perfect in itself, and all these constituting a perfect One.* A 
strange proposition this, to require men of plain understand- 
ings to believe, on pain of eternal condemnation, should they 
withhold their assent. No, Sir, the doctrine of the Unity of 
God is too simple, too rational, and too important, to be re- 
linquished for any such cloudy theory of man's invention, as I 
must think your scheme of the Trinity. It is only by the aid 
of such undefined and ambiguous terms as persons and sub- 
sistences, that the contradiction has been concealed so long. If 
the Trinitarian ascribes to the persons of his Trinity distinct 
f^ncy, let him say at once, that they are distinct agents, or 
minds ; if he denies that they are distinct minds, let him not 



* For a curiou! 
reilitjt meant three i 
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ascribe to tbem dietinct i^ency, of which, according to all ] 
human conception, distinct minds alone are capable. God I 
believe to be One Being, — One Mind. He is clearly revealed to 
me in Scripture as " a Spirit," not three Spirits, And I antici- 
pate with confidence, therefore, the speedy arrival of the time, 
when, in this country at least, a plurality of persons in the 
Godhead will be seen to be equivalent to a plurality of Gods, 
and the doctrine of the Trinity* will have as few supporters 
amongst Protestants as that of Transubstantiation. You con- 
tend that Peter's three thousand converts, the devout Corne- 
lius with all his family, the treasurer of Candace Queen of the 
Ethiopians, and all the baptized Christians of the Apostolic 
age, must have been Trinitarians, though we are not informed 
of any instruction that they received upon the subject, because 
the rite of Christian baptism was administered " in the name 
of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit :" — if it had been 
added " three persons or subsistences and one God,"' the ar- 
gument might possibly have been worth something : as it is, it 
is a mere beting of the question. The very words indeed, as 
they stand, must pre-dispose the unbiassed mind to doubt the 
truth of the doctrine, which you bring them to establish. A 
father and a son, in human parlance, can no more be co-eternal 
than a cause and its effect. Priority and sequence, origination 
and derivation, are evidently implied by the terms, and it would 
have been difBciilt, I should think, if not impossible to have 
convinced Cornelius, or the Eunuch, or any one of the three 
thousand to the contrary. By the lessons, written and spoken, 
of learned schoolmen and divines, many of us may have be- 
come familiar with the strange idea of a Son co-etemal 
and co-equal with his Father ; but what reason have we to sup- 
pose that the untutored minds of our primitive brethren could 
have admitted it so easily ? To them, it seems highly pro- 
bable that, unless some caution was administered, of which we 
do not read, the formula of baptism would have naturally 
suggested the idea of the inequality, rather than the equality, 
of the beings mentioned in it. Especially would they have 

• On this subject see " Omuiacience the aitribute of the Futlier only." 
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a thus impresEed, if they had adverted to the declaration 
with which our Lord introduced his solemn commission to teach 
and baptize. " And Jesus came and spake unto them," says 
the Evangelist,* saying, " All power is given unto vie in 
heaven and in earth. Go ye, and teacli all nations, baptizing 
them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Spirit." He claims a right to confer authority because 
he had first received it. As his Father had first sent him, so 
he now sends his disciples into the world.-f I see no trace of a 
pretension to independent authority or co-equal power here : 
neither, I think, would the primitive disciples : for there is no 
proof extant that your scholastic scheme of real equality, but 
official subordination, had been duly set forth at that early day. 
Where is it stated in the Gospels, Acts, Epistles, or Apoca- 
lypse, that onr Lord made known to his followers the extraor- 
dinary doctrine, which some of them now maintain, that 
he was not really a Son, but merely acted the part of one, 
and was in fact co-eternal and co-equal with that Father from 
whom he professed to derive his being, and whom, in his as- 
sumed or official character alone, but not in his essential nature, 
he pronounced greater than himself.^ We are to take it for 
granted, it seems, on the bare affirmation of modem theologians, 
that all this was clearly understood — though the sacred writers 
say not a word respecting it^by every baptized convert. 
"Baptizing them,"' you say, "in the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, to my poor judgment, 
and to that of similar visionaries, was baptizing them into the 
behef of the Holy Trinity," or " Co-equal Three." This 
was " an elementary truth, a postulate, without which the 
education of the disciple could not proceed a step, or embrace 
a lesson." A bolder or more groundless assumption, I venture 
to assert, was never made. The Formula of Baptism, as I 
have shewn, contains in itself strong presumptive arguments 
against, rather than in favour of, the doctrine of the Trinity, 
It could teach that doctrine only to those who had already 
learned it, and no proof has been or can be produced that this 
was the case with any of the first disciples. You urge that 



• Saa Slatt. xxriii. 18. 
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baptism was an act of worship ; if ao, the Israelites worsliipped 

Moses, for " they were all baptized into Moses in tlie cloud 
and in the sea."* But the names, it is said, would not have 
been thus joined, if the beings whom they designate had not 
been regarded as equal. To this objection it may be readily 
replied in the first place, that derived power,— power derived 
from the Father,— is the expressly assigned foundation of the 
Son's commission ; and secondly, that several instances may be 
adduced from Scripture of a similar union of names, where an 
equality of the individuals designated by them cannot be im- 
agined. " I charge thcc before God, and the Lord Jesus 
Christ, and the elect angels,'" says St. Paul, in his solemn 
charge to Timotliy, " that thou observe these things, &c."^ 
" It seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us," said the 
Apostles, addressing their Gentile brethren, " to lay upon you 
no greater burden than these necessary things, &c."J As for 
the argument from the Baptismal formula for the distinct per- 
sonality of the Holy Spirit, I do not feel its force ; but if I did, 
my conclusion would be, not that God was divided, or more 
than one, but that He employed a Being inferior to Himself 
to confer miraculous powers upon his creatures, and to com- 
municate His mind and will to their minds. This, if it 
were taught, would be credible ; but the doctrine of the 
" Co-equal Three," being directly contradictory to that of the 
Unity of God, in my opinion, neither is, nor could be, taught 
in the same Scriptures, The Jews, you say, were believers in 
a Trinity long before the Gospel was preached to them ; and 
you refer me to Oxlee and Simpson for the proofs. I am too 
well acquainted with the Scriptures of the Old Testament to 
be accessible to any proofs that Oslee and Simpson can bring. 
These writers may, for aught I know, have culled some matter 
suitable to their purpose from Rabbinical works, to the study 
of which one of them at least,— into whose dark 'pages (dark I 
suppose in your opinion with " excess of light") I have looked, — 
was addicted ; but if I am sure of any thing, it is that the 
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ancient Jewish Scriptures contain no traces of the doctrine i 
question. Your opinion on this point is directly opposite to 
mine. We must excuse each other, and allow our readers to 
judge for themselves. As for your argument from the plural 
termination of Eloliim, I think it, as you profess to think 
many of our interpretations,* almost " unworthy of refutation," 
A plural termination, if it means any thing, means that there 
are more than one of that thing, whatsoever it be, which is 
implied hy the singular. If Elohim therefore is to be regarded 
as a plural at all, it must mean Gods, not metaphysical dis- 
tinctions in the Godhead ; and the kind of Trinity which it 
proves in that case, is the very one which you disclaim, a 
Trinity involving a contradiction, a Trinity of Gods instead 
of subsistences or persons, — entities, if indeed there he sueli, 
of which there is no proof that any thing was ever heard or 
said before the Christian era. You declare that you will 
" always be perfectly ready to vindicate the Deity of Jesus 
upon the admission that he was the Messiah of the Prophets." 
" None could be the Messiah," you say, " who was not 
Jehovah." You admit, however, that the Jews could not find 
this out : neither can I. With the Jews I cannot help think- 
ing that the Anointer and the Anointed — the Sender and the 
Sent — theFatherandtheSon— Jehovah and His Servant, must 
have been different beings. When I read the 53rd chapter of 
Isaiah, I find it impossible to conceive that He who was des- 
pised and rejected of men, a man of sorrows, and acquainted 
with grief,— He whom it pleased Jehovah to bruise and to put 
to grief,— and who is described as Jehovah's righteous servant, 
was in fact Jehovah Himself incarnate. This is to me, as it 
would doubtless be to a Jew, very strange doctrine, and I must 
despair of comprehending it, till my understanding is remodel- 
led on the plan of yours. That many things are said of the 
Messiah which are also said of Jehovah I can readily believe, 
as I know that, in common life, that is frequently predicated 



* I may sometimes bold your urguments and inwrpre 
do oura, but I ivnuld not inleiitioiiBJly impute to yuu ur 
ber of your body, " dexterity (if jLift," " controversial 
thing or Ibe liko kind. Tbin would lie to meddle with i 
no right to do. Sse I.eiteri, p. S7, 49. 
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of the inatnimental, which must consequently be true, in a 
still higher sense, of the primary cause. Thus the act of 
the servant is frequently ascribed wilh justice to the master, 
and the decision of the ambassador is regarded as pro- 
ceeding directly from the King. " He that hath seen 
me," said our Lord to Philip, " hath seen the Father — 
Believest thou not that I am in the Father and the 
Father in me ? The words that I speak unto you I speak 
not of myself ; but tlie Father that dwelleth in me. He 
doeth the works." As Jehovah said unto Moses " see I have 
made thee God (Elohim) unto Pharaoh, and Aaron thy brother 
shall be thy prophet ;'"* so hath He set forth Jesus to be God to 
the whole world, to manifest his glory, and to declare His 
will. " Qui facit per alium, facit per se." On this simple 
principle I interpret, without difficulty, several passages, which 
have been conceived, I think most absurdly, to assert the ab- 
Bolute identity of two different beings. " I speak," you say, 
" with the confidence of a mind which has taken nothing for 
granted, but has sounded and felt through a long passage of 
scriptural studies." I doubt not that you testify truly of your- 
self. -f- I would only remind your readers that many equally 
' EJMjdua, vii. 1. 
•|- One of your canons of critiuiBin I beg leave, ho*er8r, 16 object to. 
It IB that " tbe first impression ia most liltely to be the oaneix one." — Letters, 
p. 13. As your &nt ioipressione and mine probably were, id those of our 
cbildren probnbly irill be, very different. Your children will read the Scrip- 
tures, from their ehildhood, with Calviniittc, and mine with Unitarian, eyes. 
If tbey are all to scqniesce in their first impressions, they will make no nearer 
spproach, to each other, or to the truth. The " assurance of faith" may 
reconcile you to this idea in the case of your own offspring ; but ought it to do 
■o in that of mine ? The truth is, that the oicums meaning of a text of Strip, 
turo to one man will very frequently seem any thing but obvious to his neigh- 
bour, whose general views are different : nor is the obvious meaning therefore 
tbe true one, even when different minds ha|)pen to be struck by it in the same 
way. Our Lord himself frequently intended his words to he understood in a 
meaning that might well be called remote. His discourse in the sixth chapter of 
John's Gospel affords a remarkable instance. I should like much, if it had been 
possible, tnliave heard my acute and clever countrymBn,0'LeBry, discuss with 
youthe obvious and t)ie truemeaningof sundry passages in that chapter. Assum- 
ing your rule of inCerpretntian, I cannot but think that he would sometimes 
have had the advantage in tbe contest. The question in every instance ought 
to be not what is the meaning olivious to the reader, for that will probably be 
determined in no small degree by his prejudices and preposiewions, but what 
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able men have sounded and felt as well as you, the recorded 

result of whose soundings has been very different. One other 
observation remains connected with this subject, which I think 
it desirable to notice. You invite the cavilling Jews* to 
assist you in proving that by the Son of God is meant God 
Himself. I thank you for calling my attention to this Jewish 
testimony, because I am seriously of opinion that there are 
few passages in the New Testament more decidedly in our 
favour than those, (for you had more than one text in your mind 
when you wrote the first clause of the following paragraph,) 
to whicb you refer. " What is the testimony," you say, 
" involved in the confession of the Eunuch P ' I believe that 
Jesus Christ is the Son of God.' But the Jews took up stones 
to destroy the Saviour, when he ' called God his Father, 
because ho made himself equal with God." And he was cruci- 
fied under the sentence of blasphemy, and that was because to 
the question ' Art thou the Son of God f he answered I am.' " 
It seems then that in your opinion we are to acquiesce on this 
point in the comment of those who were seeking false witness 
against Jesus, and were ready to imagine, if they could not 
find, ground of accusation and complaint in every thing that 
he said.-|- I beg leave to enter my protest against any such 
acquiescence, and to appeal from these cavillers to Jesus liim- 
eelf The first passage to which you refer is John v. 17th 
and following verses. Jesus had wrought a, miracle of mercy 
on the Sabbath day, and the Jews therefore " sought to slay 
him." He pleaded the example of his Father, who never rests 
from his works of love and mercy, but sustains and blesses the 
children of his care on the Sabbath as well as on all other days. 
" My Father, said he, workcth hitherto and I work. There- 
fore the Jews sought the more to slay him, because he not only 
had broken the Sabbath, but said also that God was his own 
Father (vBTSfx .i.o.) making himself equal with God" — that is 
as I understand putting himself on a parity with God, and 

iteiided by tlie writer or speaker. BInny a Irue iiiterprela. 
\y rejected, becuiise it iiaa appeared forced siid unnatural 
to those who have been naturally prejudiced against it. 
■ See Lei tern, p. 60. 
t See on this subject Dr. Watta's DisserUtion on the name " Son of Gad 
jiTGHto Chriat." Worka 4(0. vol. vi. p. 533. 
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claiming authority to do those things which God did, but whicfa, 
in their opinion, He had forbidden man to do. Our Lord replies, 
not by pretending to be God Himself, and claiming an inde- 
pendent right to regulate his conduct as he pleased, but by 
professing that he imitated his Father's example in every 
thing, and had Hia express sanction and authority for all hia 
actions. " Then answered Jesus and said unto them, verily, 
verily, I say unto you, the Son can do nothing of himself, but 
what he seeth the Father do : for what things soever Ho doeth, 
these also doeth the Son likewise ; for the Father loveth the 
Son, and sheweth hira all things that Himself doeth, and He 
will shew him greater works than these that ye may marvel." 
Does this sound like a claim to be the " Co-equal" Son? I 
leave it to the reader to decide. All that follows throughout 
this interesting chapter is to the same purport. He claims 
to be honoured by all men " in like manner as (nctSiui) 
they honour the Father," because " he' that honoureth not 
the Son honoureth not the Father who hath sent him," He 
claims to be the restorer of life to men, and the future judge, 
" For as the Father hath life in Himself, so hath He given 
also to the Son to have life in himself: and hath given him 
authority likewise to execute judgment because he is the Son 
of man :"*— not that as a judge he will act independently of 
the Great Being who hath appointed liim, — far from it. " I 
can of mine own self,f says he, do nothing : as I hear I judge : 
and my judgment is just, because I seek not mine own will, but 
the will of the Father who sent me." " If I bear witness of 

■ Rnther perhaps a Bun of maa („>,; i>v«e>uiou) ; see Hebrews iL 17, 18. 
iv. 16. 

■f When nur Lord ipeaki of Au otm self in this and other pasBBgea u 
■ dependent being, acting altogether as the Father's intitmmenl, are v/e to 
beliavo according to the " onbodoit" hypothenis that he spolte exclusively of hii 
huiDBn nature, and that his Divinti iiacuce therefore viai no part of himself 'f 
or jaxat, we conclude that he meant to represent tile Second of the Ca-egual 
Three as nlivays acting under the direetiim and BUthonty of the FirM, and 
inuapable of acting independently ? I know what is said of the real equality, 
but official Bubordinatiun, of the Second Person. But where in the New- 
Testament do we find any statfmeDt of this doctrine of the schools F In my 
opinion it is a mere Theolugioal fiction, which, likesome legal fictions of which 
we have beard, toay tie conveniently employed in the construction of ingenioui 
Iheoriei, but has no foundation in truth. 
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myself," he continues, " ray witness is not true :" — in other 
words, " If you had nothing but my own unsupported assertion 
to depend upon, you would be under no obligation to beliet'e." 
He proceeds therefore to appeal to the testimony of Jolm the 
Baptist, — to the evidence of his own miracles, — of the miracu- 
lous voice and appearance that were heard and seen at his 
baptism, — and finally of the prophetic writings of the Old 
Testament. " / am come in my Father's nnmi;'" says he 
in conclusion, " and ye receive me not : if another shall come 
in his own name, him ye will receive. How can ye believe 
who receive honour one of another, and seek not the honour 
that Cometh from God only .'" Such is one of the passages 
from which you conclude that the Son of God claimed to be 
God Himself I request the candid reader to peruse the whole 
chapter, and ponder well its testimony. If he comes to your 
conclusion, he must read it with very different eyes from mine. 
But this, I have said, was not the only passage you had in 
view. The pretended ground of offence in this instance was 
indeed that to which you allude, — our Lord's calling himself 
the Sou of God; but no mention is made here of the Jews' 
" tailing up stones to destroy the Saviour C it is merely said 
that " they sought* to kill him." On a subsequent occasion, 
however, very naturally associated in your mind with that of 
which we have been speaking, they did proceed thus far. In 
the tenth chapter of St. John's Gospel, "I" we are informed that 
the Jews gathered round our Lord, as he was walking in the 
temple in Solomon's Porch during the feast of Dedication, and 
urged him to tell them plainly whether he was the Christ. 
" Jesus answered them," says the Evangelist, " I told you 
and ye beheved not ; the works that I do in my Father's n 
they bear witness of me : but ye believe not, because ye are 
not of my sheep, as I said unto you. My sheep hear my 
, and I know them, and they follow me : and I give unto 
them eternal life; and they shall never perish, neither shall 
any man pluck them out of my hand. / and the Father are 
(me.\ Then the Jews took up stones again to stone him. 

• .f-iTouv t See John i. 22, 3B. 

X To man}' ■ Trinitarian unveraed in the language n( Scripture ihia 
I doubt not, hu appeered, when quoted by itaelf, to give dociiivB 
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JesuB answered, many good workB have I shewed you from my 
Father ; for which of these works do ye stone me P The 
Jews answered him saying, for a good work we stone thee not, 
but for blasphemy, and because thou, being a man, makesl thy- 
self God. Jesus answered them, is it not written in your law, 
I Baid ye are gods ? If he called them gods unto whom the 
word of God came, and the Scripture cannot be broken, say 
ye of him whom the Father bath sanctified and sent into the 
world. Thou blasphemest — because I said I am the Son of 
God f If I do not the works of my Father, believe me not : 
but if I do, though ye believe not me, believe the works ; 
that ye may know and believe that the Father is in me, and 
I in Him," Our Lord's argument in this passage, as I under- 
stand it, is evidently this, — " If I had called myself God, as 
you accuse me of having done, I should have been justi^ed 
in so doing by the language of your own Scriptures, whose 
authority cannot be disputed, in which this sacred name is 
sometimes understood in a lower sense, and given to those to 
whom the word of God canie ; but I have not even done this ; 
I have merely called myself the Son of God. Why tlien do 
you accuse me of blasphemy ? — With respect to thai oneness 
with the Father to which I have laid claim, I intend no more 
than to assert such an intimate union with Him as the miracu- 
lous works that I perform are abundantly sufficient to establish." 
You will express great contempt, I doubt not, of this Socinian 
gloss, as you will, perhaps, call it. I sincerely believe it 
nevertheless to be the true explanation of the passage. The 
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evidence ol die Deity of OiriaC : but How cleai 
to this effect ia tnerelj' apparent, when ne esair 
when we refer to the exactly gimilar expresBioiis 
solemn ptayer for his diivipJea ! (John iFii. 2C 
these alone, but fur them also who iliall beliei 
that they all may be one, as Thou Father arc in 



do we see that its testimony 
e the context ; and yet more 
raployed by our Lord in his 
22.) "Neither pray I for 
on Die through their word : 
e, and I in thee ; Ihel Ihey 
also may be one in ua ; that the world may believe that Thau hast sent me. 
And the glory which Thou gavest me, I have given them : that they muy be 
one, even at me art ant." If this prayer had not been recorded I have little 
doubt that John x. 30, nut withstanding its context, would have been regarded 
by many Trinitarians as tinanawerably conclusive in their favour ; and that the 
Unitarian interpretation of it would have been freely represenLed by them, if 
not as a " controversial subterfuge," or "dexterity of shift," yet as a lameat- 
Bble perversion of a pUin and direct leitiniony to ibeir favourite doctrine. 



candid reader will conscientiously form bis own Dpinion, and 

my prayer for him is, that, whether he coincide with you or me, 
he may be led into the truth. And here I will just observe, 
by the way, what you and many others I doubt not will deem 
very paradojcical, that no portion of the New Testament con- 
tains, in my opinion, more convincing proofs of the truth of 
Unitarianism than that which is generally deemed the strong 
hold of orthodoxy — the Gospel of St. John.* To sum up 
my argument — Christians, it is admitted by you are disciplea 
of Christ: these are " convertible terms.'' Disciples of 
Christ, or members of his kingdom, I have shewn, arc of two 
kinds, real and nominal^ those who have and those who have 
not the " wedding garment." Professed belief that Jesus 
Christ is the Son of God, with conduct corresponding thereto, 
constitutes true discipleship. Where the conduct does not 
correspond with the profession, the discipleship is merely 
nominal or ouixcard. Now Unitarians profess belief in Jesus 
Christ as the Son of God : they are therefore at least nominal 
disciples. Whether they are likewise iriie ones, depends on 
the correspondence of their conduct with their Christian pro- 
fession, concerning which they stand or fall to no Judge save 
God alone. In rejoctingtl 1 t f the Co-equality of the Son 

and Holy Spirit with the F th h y re warranted by Reason, 
which will not allow them t b 1 a proposition that appears 
to them to involve a dir t nt d t n ; — and by Scripture, 
in which they read, th t th but " One God, even the 

Father ,■" and that Jesu C 1 n 1 1 If not only said expressly 

" My Father is greater th I b t even disclaimed having 
called himself God, in th 1 1 w e of the word in which 

the Jewish Scriptures would ha^e fully authorized him to do 
BO, and declared tint he had assumed no higher title than that 
of " the Son of God ;" in which character alone, we are like- 
wise authorized by the same Scriptures to affirm, his disciples 
were required on their admission into his church, to receive 



• See on this auhject the controversy between the presen 
and the Hev. W. J. Yos j the tract published by the latter 
Apoitle John a Unitarian." Price la. 



lishop of London 
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and confeBs him.* And now, perhaps, some will feel inclined to 

ask me, why I have taken so much trouble to prove my right, 
and that of my Unitarian brethren, to the Christian name? 
One of my friends indeed has expostulated with me for conde- 
scending to do so. I count it no condescension. The Chris- 
tian name I fteely allow is dear to me ; and I will always 
defend my title to ii. I value it, amongstother reasons, for the 
additional claim which it gives me, so long as my right to it is 
conceded, on the sympathy and good will of a considerable 
portion of the human family. I am well aware that nothing 
that you, or any one else, can say or do, can affect my relation- 
ship to our common Lord, or alter in the slightest degree my 
position towards him ; but it is in your power to interrupt for 
a season ray friendly intercourse with my fcllow-disciples ; and, 
as I do not pretend to be either independent of their good 
offices, or indifferent to their regard, I am determined to pre- 
vent you from doing so, if I can. To all sincere believers in 
the Messiahsbip of Jesus, orthodox or heterodox, I gladly 
acknowledge, and count it no disgrace to endeavour to prove, 
my relationship, whether they be disposed to recognize it or not, 
" Grace be with all tbem that love our Lord Jesus Christ in 
sincerity." Like yoin-self. My Dear Sir, I also once was 
young, and have learned something from experience. When I 
first entered upon the profession of the ministry I fondly hoped 
that I should find, in my brother ministers of different de- 
nominations, persons with whom I might associate in the spirit 
of friendship, and who would join with me in the pursuit of 
truth. I was soon, however, awakened from this dream, and 
presently discovered, that, of those who permitted me to approach 
them, — -and the number was not large,— there was scarcely one, 
who was not in possession, in his own esteem, not merely of 
truth, but of the truth (with the definite article) on every reli- 
gious question of importance; — and who would not have 
thought it idle therefore, if not criminal, to waste time in a 
pursuit, of which the object was already attained. I relin- 
quished therefore, not without reluctance, this expectation ; 
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and was obliged thenceforward to content myself with accom- 
panying and co-operating with my Christian brethren of other 
Beets, wherever I could do so, without compromise of my own 
freedom of thought and speech ; hidding them farewell generally, 
by their own desire, at the door of the Sanctuary. You, it 
seems, wish to restrict our intercourse within still narrower 
limits, and exhort those around you no longer to recognize as 
Christians, any who reject the doctrine of " The Ca equal 
Three," however they may agree with you in holding " all 
the common facts and general evidences of Christianity.'" On 
this suhject I have ventured to expostulate with you. I think 
that you are wrong ; — that you have not the warrant of Faith, 
of Hope, or of Charity, for your decision ; and I have endea- 
Toured to prove so. Rejoicing in the name of a disciple of 
Christ, I desire, T trust excusably, to remain in acknowledged 
connection with the great body of the Christian church, for the 
prosperity and welfare of every branch and member of which, 
I hope I shall never cease to pray. But, Sir, whether you 
choose to call me a Christian or not, there is another name which 
I am not less anxious to deserve, — a name which every one who 
truly merits, ^Gentile, Turk, Jew, or Christian,— will, I 
firmly believe, find acceptance with Him who is no respecter 
of persons. I mean that of a lover of truik,-~a practical 
lover of it, acting up, with that allowance which a merciful 
God will graciously make for human frailty, to those honest 
convictions which he has been led to form, by the diligent and 
conscientious exercise of his mental powers. The value of 
Christianity itself depends upon its truth. " If ye were 
Abraham's children," said our LortI to the Jews,* " yc would 
do the works of Abraham, but now ye seek to kill me — a man 
that hath told you the truth which I have heard of God." 
" To this end was I horn," said he to Pilate,-}- " and for this 
cause came I into the world,| that I might hear witness unto 

• John viii. 30. t Ji*" »f"'- 37- 

f Unleu we are to regaid ibe latter expression ax a mere repetition or 
the fonner, our Lord's "coming into tho world" is here clearly diatinguiihed 
fcom his " liirth," as a different and subsequent event. There can be little 
doubt, I think, that the event thus described is his entrsnce upon his public 
ministry. Accordiagty, in his beautiful prayer far his chosen fallowers, John 
xrii. ID. we find him thus expressing himself — " A> Ihnu hast sent me into the 
vorld, even so have I also sent them into the world." 
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the truth. Every one that is of the truth lienreth my voice.''L 
To be of the truth then, to have a sincere desire to know audi 
" do the wiil of our Father who is in Heaven," (John vii. 17.).J 
is the first thing, and to be a Christian it may be confidentlyj 
hoped, where the means and opportunities are granted— (and I 
where they are not, who can beheve that God, like Pharaoh's ' 
task-masters, will punish for the want of them ?)— will certainly 
follow. That the good Cornelius by his conversion to the 
Christian reHgion was delivered from many evils and en- 
dowed with many privileges,^ that the change, which took 
place both in himself, and the members of his household, 
might well be called in many respects a salvation or deliver- 
ance, — * I am far from disputing ; but I could not for a mo- 
ment hold, what seems to be your opinion, f that, if he had 
died before his interview with Peter, — though justly described 
by the sacred historian as " a devout man, one that feared God 
with all his house, who gave much alms to the people, and 
prayed to God always," — he must have been cast into the 
" outer darkness, where shall be weeping and gnashing of 
teeth." No, no. Sir, this may be Calvinism ; but I must be 
allowed to think that it is not Christianity. To me, on the 
contrary, it is evident that it pleased God to give Cornelius 
more, because he had diligently improved that which he had; 
and to act by him the part of the good husbandman, who prunes 
and dresses, with peculiar care, the already fruitful tree. 
Shew me a man then, any where, or called by any name, who 
ia engaged with a true heart, in the search of truth, and, what is 
inseparably connected with it, the practice of virtue, and I will 
bail him, in despite of " the whine of bigotry and the clamour 
of party," as a friend and a brother, and, if he is not yet a 
Christian, will cherish the firm behef, that be is on the high 
and safe road to Christianity. " Thou art not far from the 
kingdom of God," said our Lord himself to that scribe, who 
responded, with so cordial an emphasis of approbation, to the 
admirable summary which he had just heard of the moral law, 
saying — " Well, Master, thou hast said the truth : for there is 

' See an excellent BCnnnn oo the moiniiig of the terms Saviour aud 
SnlvRtion, by [he Rev. James Yates. 

f See Letlere, p. 60. 
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One God ; and there is none other but He, — and to love Him 
with all the heart, and with all the understanding, and with all 
the soul, and with all the strength, — and to love one^s neigh- 
bour as one"'s self, — is more than all whole burnt-offerings and 
sacrifices."" It is a striking, and, in my mind, just and me- 
morable, observation of Coleridge, that — " He who begins with 
loving even Christianity better than truth will end with loving 
his own sect better than Christianity.'^ This I trust is not my 
case. I love Christianity, if I know myself, because I firmly be- 
lieve it to be God's true religion ; and I love my own system 
only because I believe it to be true Christianity. Any man who 
will kindly prove to me that any portion of my faith is founded 
in error, — that it is either redundant or deficient, in any arti- 
cle, — will give himself a claim upon my gratitude, wliich he 
shall find me neither unwilling nor slow to acknowledge. 

I remain^ Dear Sib, 

Very truly yours, &c. &c. 




BE PROOFS ADDUCED BY MB. HAMILTON TO 
SUSTAIN HIS CHABGE8 OF " FELONY, RAPINE, 
PILLAGE, &.C." — EXAMINATION OF HIS DOCTRISB 
THAT CHAPELS AND ENDOWMENTS CANNOT BB 
JUSTLY RETAINED BY THOSE WHO HAVE DEPARTED 
FROM THE OPINIONS OF THE FOUNDERS — IN WHAT 
RESPECTS MODERN PRESBYTERIANS RESEMBLE 
THEIR ANCESTORS — LADY HEWLEY'S FUND — REPLY 
TO THE ACCUSATIONS OP DISHONOURABLE CON- 
DUCT BROUGHT AGAINST THE TRUSTEES— TRINITA- 
RIANS LIBERALLY ASSISTED FROM THE FUND — 
ANNUAL GRANT TO THE MINISTER OP ST. SAVIOUR 
GATE CHAPEL — EXHIBITIONS TO STUDENTS AT 
MANCHESTER COLLEGE, Y'ORK — BOWLBS's CATE- 
CHISM NOT THE PRODUCTION OF A CALVINIST — 
BRIEF NOTICE OF MR. H.'S SIXTH LETTER — CON- 
CLUSION. 

Dear Sir, 

I called upon you in my letter to justify, by the pro- 
duction of facts, in sufficient number, the shamefully intem- 
perate language which you had used, respecting the mem- 
bers of our denomination, imputing to tliem " felony, rapine, 
pillage, the violation of all that is sacred in testamentary 
property, and the per>'ersion and compromise of all that is 
honest in mercantile transaction," You have not apolo- 
gized for expressions which no passion, less vehement 
than the " odium theologicum," could, in my opinion, have 
dictated ; and which, I must think, would have been wholly 
unjustifiable, even if you had it in your power, by unques- 
tionable proof, to fix the guilt of many acknowledged acts 
of dishonesty upon a large proportion of our body. " I 
am quite assured," you say, " that it is a prejudice to 
speak of bodies, as we shoidd not of individuals, still I, 
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iu spite of myself, cling to it."* Aud wherefore do you 
cliDg to what you know to be a prejudice, and should 
therefore feel it your duty to throw off? You admit that, 
in the walks of every day life, we do not act dishonourably ; 
what reason then have you for thinking that we should, 
in our collective capacity, knowingly and voluntarily 
authorize conduct deserving to be designated hy such op- 
probrious terms, as you have employed? When too, let 
me enquire, have we ever acted in a coUeetive capacity at 
all, on the subject referred to ? The very most that you can 
possibly prove is, that particular congregations, and trus- 
tees, have transgressed what you deem the nde of rectitude. 
Honestly, and from the bottom of my heart, do I declare 
that I should have been thoroughly ashamed of any Unita- 
rian, who could have spoken of your sect, or any other, as 
you have spoken of us. You will tell me, perhaps, that 
Unitarians likewise have sometimes been known to try their 
skill at vituperation ; of this indeed you have formally com- 
plained, and have produced one or two specimens. I praise 
them not ; but on the contrary condemn them ; and regret 
much that you shoidd have been tempted to follow so bad 
an example, and to give those who have offended an addi- 
tional excuse for offending again. And what are yoiu' facts? 
Not one do you produce that would justify any sober-minded 
roan in raising the hue and cry that you have done. It is 
your opinion, it seeina, that the erectors of chapels, and the 
devisers of funds for the support of religion in any particular 
place, are always to be regarded, whether any limitation to 
that effect is found in iheir testaments, trust deeds, &c., or 
not, as limiting their bounties and bequests to the boldei'S 
of their own particular sentiments. Suppose this opinion 
of yours to be as well founded as you please, are we, there- 
fore, destitute of common honesty because we think differ- 
ently ? If you were in our place, I strongly suspect you 
would agree with us, that if such limitations had been meant 
they should have been stated ; but that, where this has not 
been the case, the trustees and the congregations are left, as 
it is most desirable they shoiild be, at once to the unre- 
* Sm L«ltera, p. 114. 
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stricted exereiBe and enjoyment of their liberty of conscience, 

and the undisturbed possession of their properly. For my 
own part, I see no reason, but the contrary, why we should 
foi^e chains for ourselves, in the name of our ancestors, 
which, in their wisdom, (and they were not always equally 
wise,) they did not forge for us. I have no wish to shackle 
my posterity with creeds and confessions; and I will not 
therefore pay my ancestors the bad compliment to take it 
for granted, without positive evidence, that they intended 
thus to shackle theii-s, I think it both the most rational and 
scriptural plan that places of worship, and the endowments 
belonging to them, where there are any, (though I agree 
with my friend Mr, Beard in the opinion that it would be 
better, for the most part, for the interests of religion, if tliere 
were none,) should be the property of the congregation for 
the time being, and descend to their natural successors, 
without any prescribed limits of doctrinal opinion. The in- 
terests of Truth wiU thus be sure to gain in the end. We 
botli believe that " She is great and will prevail :" let us 
only have faith then, and each of us trust to the goodness of 
our cause, to seciu-e its final triumph ! If it be with us as 
you say, — if we are indeed in a rapid decline, — you have 
only to wait a litde, and those chapels, which have " always 
appeared to you so many dormitories," and those endow- 
ments, which you have regai'ded as " so many pillows, that, 
with the exception of a restless limb here and there, and a 
httle talk during sleep, composed the body to its leaden 
slumbers, "i* will be all your own, no doubt to make a wiser 
and a better use of I, on the other hand, am bold enough 
to cheiish hopes of a contrary nature, and fondly persuade 
myself, that, do what you can to bind down posterity with 
your Trinitarian and Calvinistic provisos, she will prove a 
perfect Proteus under your hands, and set all your well- 
meant legal exertions, for her benefit, completely at nought. 
No long term of years will pass over, I am so sanguine as to 
imagine, before absolute contradictions, for such they ap- 
pear to me, ^vill cease to be believed, and the undii-ided 
Vnity, personal as well as essential, of the great first cause, 
* See Letter!, page 116. 
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will be the general doctrine of the Christian church in Eng- 
land. In that day, according to the word of the prophet, not 
only shall " Jehovah be one," but his name one." I do not, 
be it remembered, pretend to defend the appropriation of 
property, expressly bequeathed to the holders of certain 
opinions, so long as such opinions prevail, by those who do 
not bold them. Far from it. I merely object to your plan 
of erecting barriers, in tlie name of our ancestors, against 
the progress of knowledge and free inquiry, which they 
did not think of erecting themselves. Cany your principle 
to its full extent, and we must come to the conclusion, that 
we are to employ no property received by bequest, (should 
an injunction exist, either expressed or implied, — for where 
is the difference to an honourable mind I — ^to employ it 
wisely and virtuously,) in auy manner, which the he- 
queather's ideas of wisdom and of virtue would have led 
him to forbid. On this view of the subject, the Calvinistie 
inheritor of an estate, bequeathed to him by a pious reli- 
gionist of Socinian sentiments, must devote no portion of it 
to the diffusion of, what he deems, the saving knowledge of 
the truth ; and, vice versa ; for the question, you know, is, 
what would have been the will of the testator on this 
point ? — what would he have thought a wise and viitnous 
employment of his property r — not, surely, the diffusion of 
opinions in his view false and pernicious. Now it is my 
firm belief, that to admit of any such dictation, on the part 
of the dead, to the living, woidd be injurious to the best 
interests of society, and therefore highly immoral. To be 
tied down to a certain line of conduct, by what the dead 
have said, in their wisdom, is for the most part found to be 
quite bad enough, without the giatuitous conversion of 
what they might, or would hare said into additional fetters. 
You object to written articles of faith, I believe, but you 
would give us, instead, what would be as coercive, and 
more degrading, brick and mortar ones. Our chapels, 
forsooth, must define the limits of our faith : if we cannot 
keep our minds within the boundaries prescribed by the 
wisdom of our ancestors, our bodies must turn out, and on* 
imaginations, transcending even that of the immortal bard, 
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must find not only " sermons" but creeds " 
perhaps you may add, hut I cannot, in such a 
"aud^twx/ in every thing." Would you have the Free- 
conimuniooists, amongst your Baptist brethren of the pre- 
sent day, leave their chapels, because their forefathers, who 
built and endowed them, in a leas liberal age, would not 
improbably have insisted upon strict communion, as a mat- 
ter ol" absolutely essential importance ! Woidd you have 
all your own brethren, of the Pye Smith and Wardlaw 
school, abandon the venerable buildings in which they wor- 
ship, from terror of the shades of their sterner ancestors, 
who could listen with delight to the moat fearful passages 
in Boston's fourfold state,* and other works of the like 
kind, and who, if they could rise up now, amongst their 
descendants, I have no doubt would teim them a degenerate 
race of mere milk and water Calvinists, and warn them off 
the grouud ? No, you woidd do no such thing; you would 
refuse to carry your principle to its full extent ; you would 
forthwith begin with your distinctions between essentials and 
non-essentials, forgetting that yonr less subtle fathers might 
not acquiesce in all yonr niceties, and would not improbably 
accuse you of temporising and Socinianizing, for daiing to 
advance them. With respect to the term Pi'esbyterian, no 
' one can pretend to say that it now has, or ever had a 

reference to doctrine. At this very time there are in 
I Ireland, and long have been, whole Presbyteries of acknow- 

I ledged Presbyterians, holding doctrinal sentiments the 

j most opposite. " No one knows better than Dr. Pye 

I Smith," says the Rev. Joseph Hunter, in an able reply to 

I some observations of that gentleman's, on the subject under 

I consideration, " that these chapels were not founded with a 

I view to the maintenance of Trinitarian sentiments against 

I Unitarian, or in assertion of any point of faith. Any one, 
'!; so well acquainted with the history of Nonconfonnity as 
'l he is, knows that the intention of their erection was to 

II afford minister's, who were unable to comply with the 

I terms of the act of uniformity, opportunities for the con- ^1 

I 'Sea Appendix, Note B. ^| 



TCnient and regular exercise of their mmistry, ana 
who were attached to their ministry, or who were dissatis- 
fied with the impositions of the act, opportunities for the 
convenient attendance n])on them. By the erecting of 
these chapels, they secured the benefit of the regular per- 
formance of puhhc woi-ship, imfettered hy the language of 
the puhlic liturgy, and of the performance of other Chris- 
tian ordinances, in what to them appeared a more scriptural 
or more edifying manner. This, and not the maintenance 
of any paiticular system of Christian faith, was the 
object in the erection of the chapels, and the creation of the 
trusts requisite for the legal security of them, Doctrine was 
but at best a coDateral consideration." But neither, 
you will say, are we Presbyterians, strictly so called, in 
discipline. I readily grant it, " From the first foundation 
of these chapels," says the same writer, " they were, what 
in this respect, they now are, congregational or indepen- 
dent : that is, so far as that each congregation was regai^ded 
competent to the direction of its own afifairs, with no 
foreign interference, and acknowledging no spiritual supe- 
riority. This is now the case. So that it seems if there is 
anything in a name, the modern Presbyterians can, with as 
much propriety and fairness as their forefathers, call them- 
selves by the name." You yourself, indeed, not less desir- 
ous, it would appear, — doubtless for good reasons, — to prove 
your own relationship to our forefathers, than to disprove 
ours, admit explicitly* that the pecidiar species of discipline, 
originally indicated by the term, had sunk into disuse in 
England, before the chapels and funds in question were 
established, and that the Presbyterians had become, in fact, 
though they declined the name, what they still continue to 
be. Independents or Congregationalists, — (not, however, 
allow me to obser\'e, of your school, for they have always 
been discriminated from you, by some important differ- 
ences,) — in church government. Herein, then, at least, 
you must allow that we resemble our revered ancestors : 
like them, we too have a fancy to call ourselves by this 

* See lietlera, pnge 106. 
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name, which, though it is not !□ our case, as it was not in 
theirs, strictly applicable in its primaiy sense, continues to 
serve, nevertheless, in the present — as it did in their day, — 
to discriminate us from other sects, with which w^e do not 
wish to be confounded ; and, like them also, though we 
resemble jou in some points, we continue to keep ourselves 
separate, and heg leave, very respectfully, to decline that 
species of intimacy, which would place our property within 
your reach. At the same time we agree with Lord 
Brougham,* that, as Protestant Dissenters, — to say nothing 
of the Christian tie,— we are in some sort related to you; 
and that we ought, therefore, both you and we, to have 
sufficient motives to let each other alone, eschew the Court 
of Chancery, and, if we cannot live in love and harmony, 
at least to keep the peace. Nor have we, whatever you 
may think to the contraiy, quite deserted all the principles 
of our Presbyterian ancestors. " What," — says Palmer in 
his Protestant Dissenter's Catechism, — "are the grand prin- 
ciples on which the Protestant Dissenters gi-ound their sepa- 
ration from the Chuich by law established?" The answer 
is as follows — " The right of private judgment and liberty 
of conscience, in opposition to all himian authority in mat- 
ters of religion; the supremacy of Christ, as the only head 
of his Church ; and the sufficiency of the Holy Scriptures 
as the rule of faith and practice." These truly divine prin- 
ciples we maintain in their purity. We allow no man or 
body of men, — king, parliament, prelate, or priest,— to dic- 
tate to us as to what doctrines the Scriptures contain, to J 
exact from us an account of our spiritual experience, or I 

" I refar lo an observation of his Lordship's, unhappily too often veri 

that " It ii a rule, the generality of which it is humiliating: tn observe, 

that the rancour of polemtM is generally inversely as the distance ; or, in 
other nnrds, just as the difference between them is small, and the impartancs 
and valuE of the point of doctrine, on which they are disputing, is triDing, so ' 
is their mntual hatred enormous and noextinguishalile, — degrttding to them, 
•elves and hateful to snciety." Lord B. does not, perhaps, estimate the im- 
portance of nur poinU of difference so highly as we do. He probably deema 
oi nearer tu each other than we really are. If, however, a» members of dif. ' 
ferent Chriatian sects, we mutually cherish ony degree of animosity, it would I 
be almost imposjible, either for him, or for any one else, to exaggerate either J 
its nn.'easonableneB3 or its criminality. 



to banish us either from the house of God, or the table of 
the Lord, if we should not happen to agree in doctrinal sen- 
timents with him or them. For several generations the 
Presbyterians of England have carried out the great leading 
principles of Nonconformity to their full extent, and it is 
chiefly on this account, in my opinion, because they have 
laid fewer shackles on liberty of thought and conscience 
than any other sect, that they have for the most part 
gradually lapsed, as you would call it, advanced, as I should 
say, to one or other of the forms of Unitarianism. Articles, 
creeds, and confessions of faith, it matters not whether sub- 
scribed in writing, or assented to by word of mouth, have 
always been found of great service, as the defenders of them, 
indeed, are wont to contend, in upholding what is called 
orthodoxy, and, for this reason amongst others, I cannot but 
think that modem Presbyterians should cherish a respectful 
and grateful remembrance of their predecessors, who first cast 
off this heavy yoke, and set the good example of throwing 
open, not only the doors of the church, but also the ap- 
proach to the communion table, to all who could conscien- 
tiously enter in and draw near. To his own Master every 
Christian standeth or falleth ; and nothing, we think, as our 
fathers thought, should exclude fiom the supper of the Lord, 
which should not likewise exclude from the house of God. 
With the name of Presbyterians, therefore, however inap- 
plicable to us, as it likewise was to the founders of our 
chapels and funds, in its primary signification, we have 
pleasing as well as useful associations, for the sake of which 
we desire to retain it. It serves to distinguish us from the 
members of the Church of England who maintain the 
divine institution of Prelacy, which we, like our forefathers, 
who separated from that church, disown; — from Indepen- 
dents, who have a church within the congregation, and 
who demand from those who approach the table of the Lord 
a confession of their faith, and a statement of their spiritual 
experience ;— and from Baptists, by whom a submission to 
the rile of adult baptism is deemed a pre-requisite to chuich- 
membership. And while it thus sei-ves sufficiently well to 
distinguish us from others, it indicates, at the same time. 



our descent from oncestors who weie distiugmshed ii-oni the 
same parties in their day, bj the very same points of dif- 
ference, and our relationship to whom it would be not less 
unwise, than ungrateful, for us to forget. But you would 
withhold the name, forsooth, as a misnomer. How can you 
possibly object to our retaining it on this giound, when you 
have repeatedly given, to Arians and Humanitarians indis- 
criminately, the name of Socinians, which both reject, and 
which is appropriate to neither. Of all men in the world, you 
Burely are one of the lust that shoidd object to a misnomer. 
We may not be called Chiistians, it seems, because " if ice 
aie Christians, you arc not." We may not be called Unita- 
rians, because " whatever oiu: specious logomachies, yoii 
will not suffer any man to be more rigidly Unitarian than 
yourself ! !" And, last of all, we are required to relinquish 
the name of Presbyterians, because you tell us that we are 
utterly unworthy to be the progeny of our ancestors, and 
that, if we had any grace, we should, long since, have 
given you peaceable possession of the property, which we 
inherit from them. To those who wish to examine fairly 
both sides of the question, I recommend the perusal of Dr. 
J. Pye Smith's Letter to the Editor of the Monthly Repo- 
sitory,* on Dissenting trusts, on the one side, and the reply 
to it by the Eev. Joseph Himter, on the other. Should the 
dispassionate reader remain unconvinced by the latter gen- 
tleman's ably-stated arguments, and the remarks by which 
I have humbly endeavoured to enforce them, at least I 
think he will confess, that such expressions as you have 
employed on this subject, ought never to have flowed from 
the pen, or passed the " barrier of the teeth." Felony, ra- 
pine, pillage, &c. are terms which no one studious of the 
" verum alque decens," could have employed in such a case. 
Lady Hewley's fund is still in the Court of Chancery. For 
the sake of many worthy men, both of your own sect and 
of mine, if indeed the latter are to continue to benefit by it, 
I hope that it will not long remain there. Be the result 
what it may, — and I can honestly repeat, what I have 



■ See Monthly BepOBitor}' for 1B26, Tol. ) 



97 

already said, that my wish is not for a favourable but for an 
equitable decision, — of this I am convinced, that you have 
calumniated the characters of upriglit and honourable men, 
and that no judgment of the Court of Chancery, or any 
other Court, can free you from this imputation. For what 
are youi- espressions i " To lessen the gross scandal of 
this malversation," — the term by which you think fit to 
designate the appropriation of a part of the fund to the 
support of the minister of St. Saviour Gate Chapel, and of 
other Unitarian ministers, as well as to the education of 
students at Manchester College, York,—" something was 
given to other bodies. It had an air of liberality ! and 
nothing so efl'ectually hushes complaint ! In most of these 
cases the exhibition had been made to some old minister, a 
religious epicene ; he was happily succeeded by one whose 
' trumpet gave a certain sound,' and it could not be 
decorously withdrawn." " Far from me and from my 
friends," you afterwards add, " be that frigid system, which 
can regard such faithlessness without disgust, and practise 
such liberality without shame." I echo the sound, and cry 
shame, shame, Mr. Hamilton, that you, a minister of the 
Gospel, should bring so heavy an accusation against your 
neighbour, without having most carefully examined the 
evidence, and satisfied yourself of its truth. In the passage 
above quoted, you have, in the first place, assumed that the 
trustees of Lady Hewley's fund knew the appropriation of 
that fund to the support of Unitarian ministers in general, 
and of Mr, Wellbeloved in particular, as well as to the 
education of students at York College, to be malversation. 
In the second place, you have asserted that they made use of 
a pretended Uberality to other bodies, as a mere cloak for the 
unjust preference of their own, *' giving them something," 
(no imputation of motives here) " to lessen scandal, and to 
hush complaint." And thirdly, you have had the hardi- 
hood (to give it no harsher term,) to state it, as a fact, that 
in " most of the cases," in which exhibitions were granted 
to the ministers of other denominations, it was because 
their predecessors having been religious epicenes, by which 
I suppose you mean men of doubtful orthodoxy, or mere 
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indifferentists, it could not be decorously withdrawn, as the 
trustees would have wished to withdraw it, from their more 
decidedly orthodox successors. Ou these charg;es of " dis- 
gusting faithlessness and ahamefui liberality," to use your 
own expressions, it would be perfectly needless for me to 
Bay a single word, to those who know any thing of the per- 
sonal characters of the gentlemen whom you thus attack, 
and of some of whom, I should have thought, you might 
yourself have known, tliat they could not have been parties 
to such conduct as you impute, " The gentlemen of Dis- 
senting persuasions who form the body of trustees," said 
Lord Brougham, in a judgment which he deHvered on a 
part of this case, " are some of them well known to the 
profession of the law aa able and skilful lawyers, others as 
respectable inhabitants of the West-Riding of Yorkshire, 
who, no doubt, have acted on this, as on all other occa- 
sions, in the most conscientious manner." " I beg to be 
understood," he likewise observed, in the course of the 
same judgment, " that I am the farthest in the world from 
casting any censure, or forming any harsh opinion, on the 
conduct of those worthy persons the tmstees, or of Mr. 
Wellbeloved, one of the most virtuous, pious, and learned 
men, who, I will venture to say, adorn any church." And 
what say the Commissioners for inquiring concerning chari- 
ties of the conduct of these trustees, after a particular investi- 
gation of it ? After a full statement of the genei^al mode in 
which the affairs of the chaiity are conducted, and its fimds 
applied, they thus conclude — " and it does not appear to us, 
on inquiry into the administration, and examination of the 
books of accounts, &c. that the trusts are otherwise than 
duly performed, in all essential particulars, unless it is to 
be considered a departure from Lady Hewley's intention, 
that part of the revenues should be applied in favom- of 
Dissenting ministers, who entertain and preach Socinian 
or Unitarian doctrines of faith, or iiithe allowance of sti- 
pends to the widows of such ministers, and exhibitions to 
students brought up in those sentiments," &,c. On this 
last -mentioned point the commissioners not only suggest a 
doubt, but also subsequently give it as their opinion that 



J qoestum ought to be submitted to the decision of a 
court of equity. They do not, however, in any respect 
impeach the conduct of the trustees, or throw out the 
slightest suspicion of intentional malversation on their part. 
With your opinion of the moral character of the trustees, on 
what grounds of evidence taken up I know not, but per- 
haps you may favour lis with tliem in a rejoinder, you will 
not probably he inclined to lend an eai' to any thing that 
they can say for themselves, even upon oath, but will add 
their names, without ceremony, (after the perusal of the 
following extract, from their joint and several answer to 
the Attorney- General's information,) to your list of the 
forsworn : others, however, may not be similarly disposed, 
and for their information, therefore, rather than for yours, 
I shall subjoin it. " These defendants say that, as trustees 
of the said charity, they are willing and desirous to act 
under the directions of this honourable court, but they 
humbly submit that they ought not to be removed from 
being trustees and managers of the said charity ; for these 
defendants insist that they were duly appointed, according 
to the directions contained in the original deeds of tiust of 
the said Dame S. Hewley, and they say that, since the 
periods of their appointment respectively, they have seve- 
rally, conscientiously, and to the best of their ability, acted 
in the execution of the trusts of the said charity. — And 
these defendants say, that the said Darae S. Hewley did 
not, in the said original deeds of tmst, or in her rules for 
the management of the said hospital, or in any other 
documents, to the best of their knowledge or belief, give 
any directions regarding the peculiar mode of belief required 
to be entertained by the objects of the said ebaritics, save 
that, according to the rules of the said almshouse, the alms- 
women are required to be of the Protestant religion ; and 
these defendants say that, according to the best of their 
judgment and belief, the desire and intention of the said 

LDame S. Hewley, in founding the charity, was to encourage 
the preaching and practice of pure Christianity, without 
any exclusive regard either to the peculiar forms of Pro- 
testant Dissenting worship, or to the particular doctrines 
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tacnlcated bj the different denominations or sects of Pro- 
testant Dissenters. — And these defendants say that it hath 
not been their practice to inquire what were the particular 
personal religious opinions of the apphcajits for the assist- 
ance of the said charity, but that their inquiries have been 
alvrays made with a view to ascertain, as to the preachers, 
whether they were sufficiently learned to read and under- 
stand the holy scriptures, and were men of such godly 
character and conduct, as were likely, in their lives, as 
well as by their preaching, to promote Christ's Holy 
Gospel, and were in such circumstances us to require pecu- 
niary assistance from the said charity. — And these de- 
fendants say that so far is it from being true, as alleged 
in the said information, that they have shown an 
nndue preference to the Dissenters commonly called 
Unitarians, that they say they have ascertained from en- 
quiries made since the said information was filed, and 
they believe it to be true, that a veiy great majority of 
the preachers and widows, who receive stipends from the 
fiinds of the said charity, are what are commonly called 
Trinitarian Dissenters, and not what aie commonly called 
Unitarians." Here, then, we have the trustees testifying 
of themselves, on oath, that they have not been know- 
ingly guilty of any malversation ; but, on the contrary, 
have conscientiously, and according to their best ability, 
acted in the execution of the trust, and that, far from 
having, as you caliminiously assert, withheld exhibitions 
from Trinitarians wherever they decorously could, and 
^^nted them to them only on rare occasions, for the 
mere purpose of " lessening scandal and Eiushing com- 
plaint," they have been guided in their decisions on the 
claims of applicants by motives altogether distinct from 
the consideration of their particular religions opinions, 
and have been in the habit of relieving a much larger 
number of Tiinitarians than Unitarians from the funds 
of the charity. On this last mentioned topic I shall take 
the liberty of confirming their testimony of themselves, 
which persons prejudiced against them may perhaps 
mispect, by that of a most respectable member of your 
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own body. In a. letter to one of the trustees, dated Sep- 
tember 22iicl, 1830, the origiQ^ of whicli is hefoie me, 
this Reverend Gentleman says, " from what had come 
within my own knowledge, for several years, I was led 
to think tliat your assailants were labouring under a 
grievous misapprehension, hut still there was some uncer- 
tainty attending my inferences. Now, however, I am 
furnished with a collection of facts to enable me to 
defend your liberality in the distribution of the charity 
committed to your tnist. The proportion of money granted 
to Unitarian and Orthodox is, it appears in your list, as 
two to seven, and if the reductions intended with resjiect 

to Messrs. were carried into effect, it would only 

be as one to four." Tour collection of facts must be of 
a very different nalnre from that of your respected brother 
in the ministiy. In defence of youi' own character, you 
will doubUesa be anxious to produce it. What, in the 
estimation of the ti-ustees, may now he the worth of your 
signatuie, since you have shown yourself capable of 
rashly asserting so much more than you can prove, I 
know not : but I have reason to think that the time was, 
when an endorsement hy a minister of similar sentiments 
with themselves would not have been necessary to give 
a recommendation fiom you full efficiency. In one which 
I once gave, with sincere good will, to a member of your 
body, and which was duly honoured, 1 appealed to your 
testimony, in the absence of personal knowledge, as my 
soie ground of confidence in the statement which I made. 
" Thank God," you say, " I never touched a doit of the 
bootj', though poorer than nlmoat all who Jtare; but I 
have unwittingly degraded mysell', in one or two instances, 
respecting it. I have signed a ministerial brother's appli- 
cation for aid; I thought it was like spoiling the Egyptians. 
Deeply am I abased for this step, though it was to cer- 
tify some beloved friend's necessity and reputation — for 
this bowing down in the house of Rimmon, may I be 
pardoned in this thing." Most certainly, if you then 
regarded the tmstees in the light in which you now 
profess to regard them, you did degrade yoiurself hy 




103 

appioachiiig them with even the faintest semhlance 
respect ; and that too, allow me to observe, not " unwit- 
tingly." The degra<lation, according- to your own show- 
ing;, was wilfully incurred, for you " thought that it was 
like spoiling the Egyptians," — yon felt at the time that 
you were " howing in the house of Rimmon," Your 
brother applic<ints, I tnist, have not viewed their conduct 
in the same light ; otherwise even their poverty ought 
not to have consented. You intimate that you are " poorer 
than almost all who have touched the booty"— yotir expres- 
sion for having been relieved from the fund. This is 
another of your facts which require proof. If it be true, 
you are much worse off than I had reason to think. It is 
difficult, indeed, to conceive, imless you actually know it 
to be so, how you can reconcile such a state of things with 
your own positions. Ministers in " ill -attended places," 
with " evanished or exhaled congregations," — and to such 
you say that the resources of this fund have been " gene- 
ralhf dealt — are seldom, I should imagine, very wealthy, 
or well to do in the world ; and those " whose poverty, but 
not whose will, consents" to accept favours from pereons 
whom they dislike or despise, can hardly he numbered 
among the prosperous: and yet " almost alV the benefi- 
ciaries of Lady Hewley's Fund, of whom these two classes 
constitute so large a proportion, are riciier than you. I 
really know not whether to grieve on your account, or to 
rejoice on theirs, till you shall have thrown farther light on 
the subject. " The minister of the Unitarian chapel in 
York," you say, " has received the largest sum this fund 
ever gave, and the college over which he presides has been 
favoured with several regidar exhibitions." Jliese are/acts, 
and can be readily, and, in my mind, satisfactorily ex- 
plained. To the foimer, the trustees, in their answer on 
oath to the Attorney- General's information, thus advert — 
" And these defendants say that, according to the best of 
their belief, considering the interest taken by the said Dame 
Sarah Hewley in the said chapel," (of St. Saviour- Gate, 
particularly mentioned by her as one to be considered before 
all others,) " and her liberal patronage of the Dissenting 
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Ministers ofGciatiug therein in her life time ; it was not her 
design that the Minister of the said chapel should be a poor 
person, but that he should be a Minister distinguished, as 
well for learning and the respectability of his station in life, 
as for godliness — and these defendants say, that, according 
to the best of their judgment, regard being had to the in- 
creased nominal amount of the rents and profits of the said 
charity estates, and the depreciation in the value of money, 
and to the change in the style and manner of living, since 
the time when Mr. Hotham succeeded to Dr. Coulton, the 
stipend of ^60 per annum allowed to Mr. Newcome Cappe, 
and the stipend of f 80 allowed to the defendant, the said 
Charles Wellbeloved, before the filing of the information, is 
not more in proportion than the stipend of ^£40, allowed to 
Mr. Hotham by the original trustees of the charity, and 
their immediate successors." Adverting afterwards to the 
increase of Mr. Wellbeloved' a stipend, in the year 1808, 
from £60 to £80, they mention, as a fui'ther justi- 
fication of their conduct, the fact, that Mr. AVell- 
beloved's congregation, which is neither a large nor 
a wealthy one, has never raised more than from £20 
to £iO a year for him out of their own means. I know 
not what others may think of the conduct of the trustees in 
this exercise of their discretion, but in my opinion they have 
acted not merely justifiably but laudably. Mr. Wellbe- 
loved's services to the Presbyterian body, both as a Minister 
of the Gospel, and a Theological Professor, are such as few 
members of that body will admit, either to have received 
heretofore, or to be likely to receive hereafter, any adequate 
peeimiary remuneration. The trustees therefore, in my 
mind, have not erred in doing for Mr. W. all that they 
justly could. It is true, as you assert, that for some yearS) 
several exhibitions have been gi'anted from Lady Hewley's 
fund t« students in the college over which that gentleman 
presides. At the time when the present Chancery suit com- 
menced, there were four exhibitioners, receiving £20 each, 
at the Manchester College, York, and one at the College 
superintended by Mr. Vint ; nor can you, I am convinced, 
bring any proof that, in granting these exhibitions, the bus- 
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tees have acted otherwise than conscientiously. " The 
Manchester College," say they, in their further answer to 
the Attorney General's information, "is supported princi- 
pally by Protestant Dissenters of the Piesbyterian denomi- 
nation, and these defendants say that the said establishment 
is for the purpose, principally, of supplying the churches of 
that denomination with a succession of Ministers, but not 
for the purpose of instruction, in the peculiar doctrine of any 
sect, and these defendants say that, according to the best of 
their information and belief, no such instruction is given, 
but that the principle upon which the Institution is founded 
and conducted is, that every student shall be left to the free 
and unbiassed exercise of his own private judgment in 
matters of religion." On this subject Mr. Wellbelovcd, in 
his further answer, is still more full and explicit, and I re- 
joice in the opportunity of laying before the public a state- 
ment, to the perfect truth of which, as an alumnus of the 
institution referred to, I can bear explicit testimony. After 
testifying to the same effect as the trustees, in the passage 
just cited, Mr. W. thus continues, " And this defendant 
aaith that, as the theological tutor at the said establishment, 
he most RcmpiJously adheres to that principle," (viz. that 
every student shall be left to the free and unbiassed exercise 
of his own private judgment, &e.) " endeavouring to impart 
to his pupils such instruction only, as shall qualify them to 
interpret the scriptures for themselves, excite in them a love 
of truth and a reverence for its dictates, and form in them a 
habit of searching the scriptures. And this defendant saith 
that it is his invariable practice solemnly to charge his 
pupils, when they enter on the theological course of studies 
theie, in the name of the God of Truth, and of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, the way, the truth, and tlie life, in all their 
studies and enquiries of a religious nature, carefully, impar- 
tially, and conscientiously, to attend to evidence, as it hes 
in the Holy Scriptures ; to embrace or assent to no religioi 
principle or sentiment, held or advanced by their tutor, or 
any one else, but as it shidi appear, upon the ftillest exami- 
uation, to be supported by revelation ; to labour to banish 
fi-om their hearts all prejudice, prepossession, and party 
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zeal ; to stndy through life to live in peace and love with all 
their fellow- christians, and steadily to assert for themselves, 
and fi-eely allow to others, the unalienable rights of judg- 
ment and conscience." Gladly do I bear witness that there 
is no colouring here. Dogmatic theology most justly so 
called, or the marshalling of long lists of insulated texts in 
favour of propositions ready drawn out, for the docile pupil 
to assent to, and maintain against all impugners, is not 
taught at York. The Scriptures are studied in their natural 
order and connexion, on the plan reconunended by Locke 
in his excellent essay for the understanding of St. Paul's 
Epistles, not tcxtually or by piece-meal, and the great object 
of the present Professor was in my day, and I beheve ever 
has been, not so much to teach bis pupils what the Scrip- 
tui-es, in his opinion, contain, as to direct them to the best 
methods, and supply them with the most efficient means, of 
discovering their contents for themselves. Biblical criticism 
is the study pursued at York, and if the students remain, or 
become Unitarians, as it must be allowed they generally have 
done, it certainly has not been the result of any attempt, on the 
part of the present Theological Professor, to biaa their minds 
unduly in favour of his own system. He has truly said, in- 
deed, in the doctmient from which I have already quoted, 
that he doth not agree, in some important points of doctrine, 
with any sect that either takes to itself or receives from 
others the appellation of Unitarian. Of this his pupils have 
been fidly aware, and would, I am sure, join me with one 
accord in testifying, that, on the points to which their re- 
spected tutor aUndes, their private opinions have always 
been allowed as free play as upon any other. As far as the 
instnictors are concerned — [for I could not perhaps vouch with 
equal confidence, whatever hopes I might cherish, for the 
candour and forbearance of younger men) — a Trinitarian, or 
even a Calvinist, might, I am persuaded, pnrsne his studies 
at York as heneficially, and with as little annoyance, from 
the arrogant spirit of dictation, as a Unitarian. Impressed 
with convictions similar to mine, it is not, perhaps, very 
wonderful that the trustees should have readily granted ex- 
hibitions to young 'men, studying for the ministry in the 



100 

PreeliyteriRn denomination, at a seminary conducted upon i 
plan of which no party can reasonably disapprove. But now j 
I come to the.g^rand proof, which I have therefore reserved j 
for the last, of Lady Hewley's orthodoxy and the malversa- 
tion of the tmsteeB — The Catechism of Bowles. This she I 
enjoined to he taught, you say, " in one or more of her ] 
charities" — therelore she was orthodox. It "is not now j 
taught" — therefore the trustees have violated "testamentary 
engug;cment8 and conditions that have always heen deemed i 
sacred," In the first place, it is not the fact that Lady 
Hewley did enjoin the Catechism of Bowles to be taught or i 
used in any one of her charities. Amongst the rules for the 
regulation of her almshouse, the following does indeed appear : 
" Let every almshody he one that can repeat by heart the 
^^ Lord's prayer, the creed, and the ten commandments, and 

^K Mr. Edward Bowles's catechism." But it is obrious from 

^^M the very wording of this rule, as well as from the connexion 

^H in which it stands, that this repetition of the Lord's prayer, 

^^M &c., is here enjoined, as a condition of admission into the 

^^H almshouse, not as a formal use of its inmates, in which latter 

^^H case some mention would have been made of the intervals at 

^^M which it should recur. But has the repetition of Bowles's 

^^M catechism been required as a pre-requisite to admission i It 

^H has not, for reasons which the tiustecs themselves shall 

^^M state in their own words, as I find them in tlieir further an- 

^^M swer to the Attorney General's information. " And these 

^^M defendants say that, till they read the information, they never 

^^M heard of Mr. Bowles's catechism, nor do they l>elieve that, 

^^M in point of fact, it was ever used or introduced into the aJms- 

^^M house, whatever might have been the intention of Lady Hew- 

^^1 ley on the subject, for although they have made enquiry, 

^^M they cannot find any trace of it, and they were unable to set 

^H forth whether it was even published : at all events they be- 

^^m lieve it has been for many years out of print. They admit, 

^^H however, that they have been informed, and believe it to be 

^^M true, that it is printed in Calamy's continuation of the Non- 

^^1 conformist's Memorial." In these circumstances little 

^^1 blame, I think, can be imputed to the present race of trus- 

^^H tees, for leaving the rule in question as they foimd it, uitb 
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respect to Bowles's catechism — a dead letter. But farther, 
and what is more material, as I have no doubt you will 
deem it, I contend that Lady Hewley's approval of Mr, 
Bowles's catechism is no proof whatever of her sound, much 
less of her exclusive, orthodoxy. On the contrary, I am 
fully persuaded that, if your object had been to prove Lady 
Hewley heterodox, you might have argued that she was so 
veiy plausibly, if not convincingly, from the single fact of 
her approval of that document. Never was I more as- 
tonished than when I met with a copy of it a few weeks 
since. There is latent heterodoxy in every part of it, which 
an eye so acute as yours, had it been well puigcd by world- 
ly wisdom, or theological antipathy, would not have 
failed to detect. A Calvinist could not have written it 
by any possibility. Though intended to be elementary, it 
mokes no preparation whatever for what you think ought 
to follow. The five points do not even cast their dark sha- 
dows before. The milk is so diluted with water, that 
strength to digest the ati'ong meat could never be imparled 
by it. Not a word do we iind in it of that " condition of 
the lowest stage," that " preliminary to the merest toleration 
of Christian discipleship," the " confession of the co-equal 
Three." The doctrine of original sin is, in my opinion, 
rather evaded than taught in it.* Jesus Christ is repre- 
sented only as the " Son of God manliest in the flesh." 

' This may need eiplanation. Has not Mr. Bowles, iC may he said, repre. 
tented the posterity of our first parents as bam " in a sinful anil miserable 
condition ?" True, he has done to, but he has not represented them as born 
sinful. His defiriiliou of sin, indeed, precluded the possibility of doing so. 
Sin he defines simply and scripturally as "The tranKgression of the law of 
Gnd ;" but a law cannot be transgressed before it has Iteen promulgated. In 
this sense sin is eridendy not imputable to the child unborn, or whose reason 
has not come unto him. By being born in a sinful condition, nfj persuasion 
is, that Mr. B. meant nothing more than being born of sinful parents, into a 
sinful world, with ap)]etites and passions wbich would, without doubt, if life 
wasspared. lead their possessor, surrounded as he must be by perils and tempt- 
ations without iinnibBr, into sin. Accordingly the question follows — " Wbac 
if thou tbnutdst die in the condition thou wast born and bred in ?" To which 
the reply is, " I should perish everlastingly." Here it may be observed that the 
breeding is mentioned in the qTiestion as well as the birch, and farmed, I have 
no doubt, in Mr. Bowles's estimation, an essential part of it, the omission of 
wbich would have rendered tlie answer improper. Let the sharler catechism 
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The doctrine of election is evidently shunned. To the 
question " how doth the Gospel teach us to rely on 
Christ?" we find the answer, — and an admirahle answer 
it is, though I question whether it would have been 
yours, — " So to cast our hurden upon him, as to take 
his yoke upon us." Prayer is justly and scripturally 
defined " to he making our request known unto God, 
according to his will, in the name of Christ." To the 
question, " what shall be the condition of the unbelievers 
and wicked men?" the answer is, "They shall perish 
with everlasting destruction from the presence of the 
Lord." The absolute eternity of Hell torments, we are 
to conclude, was a doctrine with which the Cateehist 
thought it best not to terrify children. And they were 
babes of not less than 55 years of age, for whom Lady 
Hewley prescribed this very mild aliment. Truly for a 
Calvinist, she was remarkably considerate. I should like 

be compared with Mr. Bowleses, and the reader will immediately perceive the 
difference between orthodoxy standing forth to view — " Nuda Veritas" you 
will perhaps say, — and heterodoxy, " Ingenuus pudor," retiring from it. In 
the very definition of sin, the Assembly prepare '' those of weaker capacity*' 
to understand, how it may be imputed to the babe unborn. '' Sin," say they, 
is any want of conformity unto, or transgression of the law of God." Then 
follows the question, *•*• Did all mankind fall in Adam*8 first transgression ?** 
to which an answer is given after Calvin*s own heart. ^' The covenant being 
made with Adam, not only for himself but for his posterity, all mankind 
descending from him by ordinary generation, sinned in him, and fell with him 
in his first transgression.'* This indeed is food for an infant giant, — very 
different from the milk which was to nourish Mr. B.*s catechumens. I add 
two or three more questions and answers from the shorter catechism, at once 
to illustrate the difference, and give my readers some little insight into the 
Calvin istic system, represented by some as so reasonable, and worthy of the 
Divine Being. '^ Wherein consists the sinfulness of that estate wherein to 
man fell ?" '' It consists in the guilt of Adam*s first sin, the want of original 
righteousness, and the corruption of his whole nature, which is commonly 
called original sin, together with all actual transgressions which proceed from 
it." " What is the misery of that estate whereinto man fell?" "All man- 
kind by their fall have lost communion with God, are under his wrath and 
curse, and so made liable to all the miseries of this life, to death itself, and the 
pains of hell for ever." " Did God leave all mankind to perish in this estate of 
sin and misery ?" " God having out of his mere good pleasure from all eter- 
nity elected some to everlasting life, did enter into a covenant of grace to 
deliver them out of the estate of sin and misery.'* 
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to know at what age she contemplated putting her 
Neophytes into the shorter catechism, and whether she 
expected them ever to be fit for the larger. You say 
that there is enough in Mr. Bowles's answers and proofs to 
unfold her creed. I am inclined to think so ; but in that 
case I must believe that her creed and that of Calvin were 
very diflferent. Your trumpet, / am sure, even if you 
were sounding it in the ears of your very youngest cate- 
chumens, and weie fearful of startling their tender minds, 
would give a much louder and more certain sound. I have 
before me the A. B. C, as it is called in the title page — 
the shorter catechism appointed by the General Assembly 
to be a Directory for catechizing " such as are of a weaker 
capacity y Here the doctrines of the Trinity, Original 
Sin, the Atonement as it is held by you. Election, and Per- 
severance, are clearly and explicitly taught. On your view 
of the subject, I should have thought that this would have 
been a much safer catechism, for babes of 55, than Mr. 
Bowles's. Even the first two pages would have put them 
in possession of the essentials, and advanced them at 
least as far as the " lowest stage of Christian discipleship." 
My wonder is that you are so tolerant towards Lady 
Hewley, and that you did not immediately cast her off, 
as soon as you had ascertained what poor provision she 
had made for the spiritual sustenance of her Alms- 
women. Mr. Wellbeloved's opinion, in which I entirely 
concur, is, that Mr. Bowles's catechism " is drawn up 
with so much judgment, caution, and moderation, that 
an Anti-Trinitarian catechist might use it." I do not 
say that I either could or would use it myself, but 
that merely, as an Anti- Trinitarian I should not 
object to do so. On the whole, after giving the ex- 
isting evidence the most serious and impartial exami- 
nation in my power, I cannot but conclude that Lady 
Hewley was at least a^ far removed from you on the one 
side, as she was from us on the other ; farther indeed ; — if 
she was liberal, as I conceive her to have been, — and if it 
be true, as I hold, that those who differ, however widely, 

V 
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but cordially admit the possibility of each other's salvation^ 
on condition of the " fear of God" and " righteousness of 
life," are far more nearly related than those whose agree- 
ment on speculative points may be closer, but who are 
nevertheless separated by the existence, on either side, 
of an exclusive and anathematizing spirit.* And, when 
I consider the very general terms in which she has ex- 
pressed herself, — the entire absence of proof that she either 
meant, or desired, to place any sectarian limits to her cha- 
rity, — and further, the unrestricted authority which she has 
evidently devolved upon her trustees, with respect both to 
their selection of objects and choice of their successors, — I 
cannot but think that both the present race of trustees, and 
those who have preceded them, have been fully justified in 
giving to the words " Godly ministers of Christ's holy 
gospel," a liberal and comprehensive, rather than a confined 
and exclusive interpretation. It does not appear that Lady 
Hewley intended either to include, or to exclude, minis- 
ters of yours or mine, or of any other peculiar opinions. 
Her sole specification is that they should be " godly" 
ministers of the gospel of Christ, and she has left it wholly 
to her trustees to make the selection according to their 
conscientious judgment. They have made no exception to 
pious members of your sect, but you are indignant, it seems, 
that they should think it possible for any members of our 
sect to be pious. You do not hesitate to allow that, if the 
distribution of the fund were in your hands, we should not 
benefit by it to the amount of a single farthing ; and yet 
you do every thing in your power to depreciate our libe- 

• One minister of the gospel we have both of us known, who united what 
is called orthodoxy with the most comprehensive liberality, — who did not syl- 
logize, as you have done at page 43, — but on the contrary concluded, from the 
known moral excellence of many who differed from him, that their specula- 
tive errors, much as he lamented them, could not be, as you unhesitatingly 
pronounce them, *' damnable." " Never," said he to me on one occasion, 
" have I been so happy as since I have adopted, in its full import, the doc- 
trine of the apostle, that in every sect, as well as land, he that feareth God, 
and worketh righteousness, is accepted with him." Venerable man ! happy 
was it for him that his head, on this subject, was not at variance with his 
heart. 
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rahty, in acting upon the opposite plan. Not satisiied with 
our allowing you, you would have us deny ounelces, to be 
Christians, or at least to assume, without proof, that Lady 
Hewley, were she living, would have denied onr title to 
the name. We have certainly no right to take it for gianted 
that, if she could have lived to the present day, she would 
have become one of us : it is not, however, unfair to assume 
that her mind would at least have travelled with the age, 
and that if she was liberal, as we have reason to think she 
was, in her own day, she would have been still more lihend 
in ours. But the age, perhaps, you will say, has not tra- 
velled in this respect. Yes, Sir, it has, — though you may 
not have travelled with it. Unitarians are not looked upon 
now in the light in which they once were. The statute of 
William and Mary, which, though it was never, I believe, 
acted upon, placed us for a season under a ban, has been 
repealed. The laws of our country distinctly recognize us, 
though you will not, as Christians. We stand upon the 
same level now as our brother Dissenters of every other 
persuasion. We are no longer prevented from advocating 
onr religious opinions as frequently and publicly as we 
pleajie, nor are there many, even of those who deem our 
doctrines most heterodox and dangerous, who would go so 
far as to rank us with imbelievers, or deny our title to the 
Christian name.* Now whether I have succeeded or not in 
convincing my readers that we have a right to retain the 
chapels in which our forefathers worshipped, which we 
have received from them by inheritance, and to the posses- 
sion of which the members of no other sect can estabhsli a 



■ BTfiQ that writer, " now alas 1 mute io the grove," to who*e chnste nnd 

ihould wish to offer, — B»eu Hall himself, iiolwithsmnding the dictum (p. 31 
of yout Letters) which you think no decisive, and which I regret, for liia take, 
that you should have ic in your power to qaoio, would not, I am persuaded, 
have gone your full length. " The tiolief of the Slessishsbip of Christ, " aays 
he in a letter to the Rev. T. OriuGeld (see Hall's Works, vol. 6,) " wm ud. 
questionably held liy the ancient heretics, or they could have made no preteu. 
sions to be considered at Christians in any leiiie." As Cbristiitris in same 
, I conclude therefore that Hall would have regarded even thoae wLoia 
he chose improperly to dealRuate Sociciaas. 
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wiether I have succeeded or not in my endcavoncl 
to prove that the tmstces of Lady Hewley's fund havej 
been fully justified in the line of conduct that they have 1 
pursued; — at the very least, I think, I have shown that I 
you have given your pen most unwaiTantahle license, and I 
have injured rather than promoted the cause which yott ( 
advocate, by stigmatizing your fellow-men as wilful vio- 
laters of the sacred rights of property, and compromisers of 
common honesty, on evidence so defective and so question- 
able. In this and the foregoing letters I have not inten- 
tionally omitted to reply to any arg^unient or asseition of 
yours, direcdy bearing upon the subject of my sennon and 
letter, which seemed to me of any impoitance ; some of 
the irrelevant matter that your work contains, I have also 
noticed, — but the greater part of it I admit that I have 
passed by without any comment. Vainly should I have 
attempted to handle the various topics adverted to in your 
sixth letter, either to my own or my reader's satisfaction, 
within the space of a moderate- sized volume. An objection, 
it has been justly observed by some apologist for Chris- 
tianity, may be advanced in a line, to which a full and 
satisfactory answer cannot be retimied within the compass 
of many pages. In traversing, therefore, as you have done, 
the whole surface of Christian theology, and quoting from 
Unitarian authors, here a little and there a little, of what 
seemed to yourself, or might seem to your readers, objec- 
tionable matter, on almost every subject that could suggest 
itself, you have pursued a veiy wise or rather poUtic plan ; 
you have spread your forces over a boundless field, so that, 
from whatever part of it you may be driven, there will 
still be many others to which you can point with exulta- 
tion, and say — " here I hold possession still." Now 
Sir, I honestly confess that I am not your match, in this 
kind of Guerilla warfare, I have not your admired ra- 
pidity of movement. I cannot pass so suddenly from crag 
to bush, and from hill to valley. I must have time and 
space, or I can do nothing. To treat of the " authority and 
inspiration of the scriptures" — " The character and person 
of Christ" — " ITie death of Christ" — " The pui'port of 
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ChristiaDity" — " The affections of the mmd due to Christ" 
— "The influence of the Holy Spiiit" — "The diflferent 
orders of spiritual existence" — " Future retribution"— 
" The state of mind for prosecuting religioua inquiry" — 
The observance of the " Sahbath" — The doctrine of " Ne- 
cessity" — and that of " Materialism"- — all of which you 
tanch upon, currentc calamo, in. your sixth letter; — to give 
my own opinion upon them, or to supply you with a fair 
and candid statement of what either my own, or any other 
sect, have thought or said respecting them, within the 
compass of a single letter, or a single volume ; — would be 
quite out of my power. I might indeed, I doubt not, 
if I could make up my mind to engage in a task so 
profitless, disagreeable, and I will add degi-ading, take 
some particular class of WTiters, the divines for instance 
of your school, and having carefully culled from their 
works, and ranged under different heads, aU the really 
objectionable, or probably obnoxious, passages that I 
could find, beg the world to accept of it as a Jair 
specimen, not only of the writers themselves, but also 
of the system they profess. I could easily make ex- 
cursions into the Calvinistic, as you have done into 
the Socinian, Canaan, and forgetting the grapes, and 
the pomegranates, and the figs, dwell exclusively, like 
the Israelitish spies, upon the evils that I had seen : 
saying — " the land through which we have gone to 
search it is a land that eateth up the inhabitants 
thereof, and all the people that we saw in it are men 
of a great stature, and there we saw the giants, 
the sons of Anak, which come of the giants." — 
Such a story I might easily tell, and by the aid of 
vituperative epithets freely applied, such as " ribald 
scepticism," " buffoonery," " blasphemy," " rancour," 
" reviling," " hell-blast of impiety," might arm the fears 
and antipathies of the weak, the credulous, and the 
prejudiced, in my own favour : but in so doing I should 
forfeit the good opinion of the candid and judicious, 
and, as you have forcibly expressed it, " cause my 
own tongue to fall upon myself." With respect to the 
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Teiy jwrMoT extracts, — for that such they are you cm^, 
not yourself deny, — which you liave made, under the 
Heveral heads referred to, from Unitariau wiiters, I do 
not hesitate to say that, thus taken out of their con- 
nexion, they frequently exhibit a most luijust and dis- 
torted view of what those writers themselves maintain ; 
and that even where this is not the case, they often 
advocate, as in some instances you must have known, 
opinions in no way connected with Unitarianism,* and 
disclaimed by large portions of the Unitarian body. la 
some of the passages which you quote, I dissent from 
the doctrine ; in others, I disapprove of the manner in 
which it is expressed, aud in no single case will I allow I 
myself to be imphcated, without my express permission, 
as an approver of the mode in which particular Unitarian ] 
authors may have thought fit to express themselves, on 
any g^ven subject. In more instances than one my dis- 
approval of the passage criticized, and my regret that it I 
should ever have been written, have only been exceeded j 
by my disgust at the unfaimesst and acrimonious ex- 
travagance of yom- criticism. I cannot now enter upon 
particular topics : there is one, however, to which I feel 
myself constrained briefly to advert. Some of the extracts 
which you make from Dr. Priestley's and Mr, Belsham's 
writings, particularly those of the latter gentleman, res- 
pecting " the character of Christ,"J and " the afl'ections 
of the mind due to him," certainly do not meet my views, 
or, I believe, those of the great majority of our body. 
Believing him to he set forth by God, not only as a 
Prophet and Teacher, but also as a perfect model of 
human excellence, in its most exalted form, I cannot place 
him for a single moment on a level with any other man, 
prophet, or martyr, that ever lived : my mind is seriously 
revolted by the idea of imagining defects in his character, 
of which no mention is made or imphed by the sacred 
historians ; and my heart disclaims as untrue, not less 



■ See Ajipendix, Note I. 
t S«e Appeoilli, Note K, for aomB eliiking ii 
afairnesft t See Letters, p- BO. 






115 

E^n uif understanding rejects as unphiloBophical, the 
doctrine that I cannot feel for such a being as he was, — 
for one whose moral image stands displayed in faultless 
beauty to my mind's eye, and in whom I recognize tbe 
holiest child of God, and the most disinterested bene- 
factor and friend of his species that ever appeared in 
this world, — an attachment properly speaking personal. 
On these grounds I certainly dissent myself, and I firmly 
believe that I have the sympathy of my Unitarian 
brethren with me, from the opinions advanced in some 
of your extracts. When, however, you go so far as to 
reprcBent our Lord Jesus Christ as assailed by the writers 
whom you quote with " rancour and reviling," when you 
speak of Mr. Belsham's heait as " overflowing with 
contempt for tbe debased object of its own belief," merely 
because be has spoken contemptuously — (in terms, I 
admit, which respect for the feelings of others should 
have led him to avoid,) — not of Christ, or of Christ's 
doctiine, but of what be thought, and what I think, 
a very gross corruption of Christianity, — when you 
speak of him as sending forth " a hell-blast of impiety," 
the ouUageous virulence of the critic, and his uncharitable 
eagerness to stretch his conclusions beyond his premises, 
disgust me far more than the errors of the criticized. I posi- 
tively deny that either T)r. Priestley, or Mr. Belsham, re- 
garded our blessed Lord's character with any other feelings 
than those oi unfeigned reverence and love, or that they 
have ever said or written any thing that could render them 
justly liable to the imputations that you have cast upon 
them. Let no man who does not wish to incur the guilt of 
slander and calumny adopt or propagate your opinion of 
them, till by an inspection of their writings, he has enabled 
himself to form an opinion of his own. Adopting the words 
of Dean Tucker, you say that Unitarianism not only " sinks 
the Gospel into a system of mere morality," but, "what 
is^still worse, and indeed is the most shocking part of all, 
it represents the authors and first publisbera of this moral 
system, to he such very bad men as not to be worthy of any 
credit or esteem on account of their manifold and bare- 
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faced falsehoods." " Sucb" you say " is this Hystem ! some'^ 
thing I have extenuated, but nought set down in malice. Ib-, 
this Christianity r" Is it Christianity, I reply, to represent 
your opponent as professing principles which he holds in 
perfect detestation ? — to charge upon him the maintenance 
of consequences which you are pleased to deduce from hig 
opinions, but which he absolutely disclaims, and denies to, 
flow from them, as understood by himself? No, Sir, this is 
not Christianity — ^it " makes no decent approach to it" — it 
" has no colourable pretext to assume the name." Some- 
thing you say you have "extenuated." What is it? In 
your picture of Uuitarianism 1 sec no fairness, no candour, 
no truth, nothing but misrepresentation and exaggeration; 
Of Uuitarianism, indeed, you have said comparatively little j. 
Unitarians have been the principal objects of your attack,, 
and they have found neither justice nor mercy at your hands.' 
I am not your judge, and I am glad of it. Whether jovb.\ 
have set down aught in malice, therefore, I pretend not to 
determine. You disclaim having done so, and I am there- 
fore willing to hope, and should rejoice to believe, that you 
are guiltless of what you disclaim. Far rather would I im- 
pute what appear to me violations of controversial faimess, 
to misconception, or prejudice, or irritated feeling, than to- 
any more criminal source. In conclusion, I beg leave to 
Bay that personal hostility to yourself has dictated no portion 
of the preceding remarks. My contest is not with the Rev. 
R. W. Hamilton, my once friendly, and as I thought, not- 
withstanding his creed, liberal-minded opponent. It is 
solely with the author of the Airedale Address, and of the 
pamphlet denominated, " The Religionists, designating^ 
themselves Unitarians, not entitled to the Christian Name. 
Gladly would I forget, if I could, that Mr, Hamilton had ever 
written these most illiberal and shamefully offensive produc- 
tions. To be in charity, so fai' as I can be so, without the 
compromise of truth, with my brethren of every various 
denomination, whether within or without the sheltering fold 
of Christianity, is, and I trust ever will be, one of the first 
wishes of my heart. We are all membei'S of one family ; to 
find truth and happiness wherever they may be found is our 
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common interest; and if we only follow after these in a truly 
filial and fraternal spirit, seeking wisdom from thefprimal 
jsouree of it; I cannot believe that the great Father of us all 
will suflFer us to be eventually disappointed in our search. 
With sincere wishes that you, and I, and all in whom we 
feel an interest, whatever different roads we take, may meet 
at last in the gracious presence of Him, who alone can remove 
all prejudice, disperse all enor, impart all knowledge, and 
give to each of us the light and life we need, 

I remain. Dear Sir, 

Very truly yours, 

JOSEPH HUTTON. 
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Note A. 

On the doctrinal Sentiments of Dr, Watts. 

That Dr. Watts apostatized, as Mr. H. would term it, from the proper 
Trinitarian faith, is an undisputed fact. In a sermon first published by 
him about the year 1709, entitled the "Scale of Blessedness," he sug- 
gested the idea that '' some distinctions in the Divine Being are of eternal 
necessity, in order to complete the blessedness of Godhead ; such a dis- 
tinction as may admit of delicious society." '' We cannot," he adds^ 
'' but hereby have in our minds a more gustful idea of a blessed state 
than we can conceive in mere eternal solitude '* About 1725 he published 
'^ the Arian invited to the Orthodox faith," with other dissertations, 
from which it appears that his orthodoxy had assumed quite a different 
complexion, having become in truth very heterodox. " Perhaps," says 
this excellent man. '' it may be charged upon me that I have not in these 
Dissertations exactly confined myself in every punctilio to the same senti- 
ments which I had published some years ago with relation to the doctrine 
of the Trinity. — I thank God that I have learned to retract my former 
sentiments and change them when, upon stricter search and review, they 
appear less agreeable to the divine standard of faith. — I think it proper 
to acknowledge that I was inclined to suppose these personal representa- 
tions in Scripture, especially so far as relates to the blessed Spirit, were 
really to be understood in a more proper and literal sense than I now find 
necessary. — Since that time I have more carefully considered the Jew- 
ish idioms of speech, wherein powers, virtues, and properties are fre- 
quently personalized, or represented in a personal manner." He after- 
wards states his theory to be that the Word and Spirit are only different 
powers of the One God the Father, as the understanding and will are of 
the spiritual being called man. '' Let us suppose," says he, '^ the great 
and blessed God to be one infinite Spirit, one conscious being, who pos- 
sesses real, distinct, or different powers, which in sacred language are 
called the Word and the Spirit. And though this difference or distinction 
be not so great as to allow of different consciousnesses, or to make distinct 
Spirits, yet these two powers may be represented in Scripture in a figura- 
tive manner under distinct personal characters.^' In 1729, republishing 
the sermon above-mentioned on the scale of blessedness, delivered twenty 
years before, he says, '^ Since I have searched most studiously of late 
into this mystery, I have learned more of my own ignorance ; so that, 
when I speak of these unsearchables, I abate much of my younger assur- 
ance ;" and adds that he now finds ^' good reason to doubt whether there 
can be three distinct and different principles of consciousness and three 
distinct and different wills," because " reason and scripture join to teach 
that there can be but one God, and this God is a Spirit." He stiU, how- 
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eyer, rnBinttins a modal Trinity as above described, and in order to 
expldn those passages which seem to him to assert the personal pre-exiat- 
ence of the Son, advances and defends in several Dissertations Uie extra- 
ordinary doctrine of the pre-existence of our Lord's human sonl before 
die foundation of the world, in closest union with the Father. By 
Christ he supposes God to have created all things, in the same manner as 
he subsequently performed miracles by his instnunentality on earth, — 
the " human soul merely putting forth the volition," while the Divine 
Power performed the work. See his " Three Dissertations on the early 
existence of ChriEt's human soul," which, as well as those on " Jesus 
the Son of God," seem to me to exhibit an interesting picture of an 
humble, pious, and candid mind, anxious for truth, but fearful of error, 
and timidly seeking its way out of a labyrinth of shade, in which it had 
lived so long as almost to dread the thought of emerging from it. 
With respect to the name " Son of God" as given to Christ, after a full 
examination of the several senses in which it is employed, his conclusion 
is that its most general use is to designate him as a person hearing " some 
peculiar and sublime relation and likeness to God, and appointed to he 
the Messiah or Saviour of men" — and that il did not necessarily imply 
on the part of those who confessed him in that character a belief in his 
proper Deity. In the progress of these dissertations his mind seems to 
me to be home along by the force of truth, though very reluctantly, 
towards Unitarianism ; and that, in the course of the long interval of 
above 20 years, that elapsed between his latest publication and bis death, 
the change was completed, is a statement which Unitarians at least will 
find little difficulty in believing on competent evidence. Such evidence, 
in my opinion, is supplied hy the clear and explicit testimony of Dr. 
Lardner, contained in two letters addressed by Dim to his friend the 
Rev. Mr. Herivale, of Exeter. " I think," says Dr. L. in the first of 
these, " Dr. Watts never was an Arian, (to his honour be it spoken.) 
When he first wrote of the Trinity, 1 rectoned he believed three equal 
divine persons ; but in the latter part of his life, for several years before 
his death, and before he was seized with an imbecility of his faculties, 
he was an Uaitariaa. How he came to be so I cannot certainly say, but 
I think it was the result of his own meditations on the Scriptures. He 
was very desirous to promote that opinion, and wrote a great deal upon 
the subject. But his papers fell inlo good hands, and they did not think 
them fit for publication. In a second letter to Mr. Merivale, who wished 
for additional information on this interesting subject. Dr. Lardner thus 
expresses himself, " I question whether you have any where in print 
Dr. Watts'a last thoughts upon the Trinity. They were known to very 
few. My nephew Neale, an understanding gentleman, was intimate 
with Dr. Watts, and often with the family where he lived. Sometimes 
in an evening, when they were alone, he would talk to his friends in the 
family of his new thovghU concerning the person of Christ and their 
CTeat importance : and that if he should be able to recommend them to 
the world, it would be the moat considerable thing that ever he per- 
formed. My nephew, therefore, came to me, and told me of it, and 
that the family was greaili/ concerned to hear kim talk an much of 
the imparlance of those sentimtnU. I told my nephew that Dr. Watis 
was in the right in saying they were important, but I was of opinion 
that he was unable to recommend them to the public, because he had 
never been used to a proper way of reasoning on such a subject. So 
it proved. My nephew, being executor, had the papers, and shewed me 
some of them. Dr. Watts had virit a good deal, but they were not fit to 
he published. Dr. Walls's last ihoughis were completely Unilarian." 
Assuming Dr. Lardner's integrity, which has never been questioned, his 



testiiDonT wentB to me decuive and final. It indicates a furlher chan 
in Dr. Watts's mind — " new ihoughts ;" — a change which l>r. Lardn 
ati avowed Human ttarian, (leenicd "iinportant;" — hut which, as a chai 
tDwanU heterodoxy, excited concern in (lie mind of the family in w^ ' 
he resided ; and the nature of this chance Dr. Lanlner, after bea 
what he had said, and inspecting; what lie had written, declares, will 
doubt or rcserration, to he, that his " lust thoughla were completelfl 
Unitarian." Now Dr. L. muiiC have known liow Eeriousl; Dr. WaOalg 
reputation in the religious world would he affected hj tbe divulging 0^ 
this fact ; and I cannot believe therefore that, as a man of integrity, Tt 
would have asserted it, unless tbc evidence hud brought perfect satisfae 
tion to hia own mind. Accordingly we find Dr. L. in a letter to a 7'- 
Wiche, dated Nov. 82, 17(i4, thus repeating his testimony, " That gi 
and excellent man. Dr. Isaac Watts, who never was an Arian, w 
latter part of hia life an Unitarian, and would gladly have promoted thatfl 
doctrine, if able. Somewhat of this I suppose appeared in public, in«o™J 
much (hat at his interment, where there was a niuaerous and honourabttg 
attendance, an ignorant preacher, who stood near the grave, v 
to Bay ' and pity Ilia works were not buried with him.' " (See Memdi 
of Dr. Priestley, iBt vol. by John Towill Itutt, Eeq. p. 94.) Natu: 
anxious to repel the thought that Dr. Watts, — through the acknowled 
dilapidations of whose orthodoxy the light of genuine piety shone wil 
lustre to which no eye c»ald be insensible, — had so entirely lapsed fl 
what he deemed the true faith, as Dr. Lardner's Ustimony would im 
the Rev, Samnel Palmer wrote his " Dr. \Vatt8 no Socinian," — a \ 
which Trinitarians sometimes say, as I doubt not they think, settles tl 
question. Before my readers, however, come to this decision, let them, 
in fairness, peruse likewise a very elaborate and able critioism upon it, 
published in the Stb vol. of the Monthly Repository (Ibr 1813) ]>. 716, 
768. Mr. Palmer, it must be admitteii, has ably stated his own view of 
the case ; nevertheless the testimony of Dr. Lnrdner, whom no one can 
deny to be a moat truat-worthy witness, appears to me so clear and con- 
clusive, and is so strongly confirmed, by the Unitarian leaning, if I raay 
BO express myself, of Dr. Watts's mind, m his acknowledged publications 
of the latest date, as well as by other corroborating circumstances, that I 
cannot hesitate to accede to it. Be that as it may, there cannot be adoubt 
tiiat Dr. Watts, witli a deeply pious and humble mind, which was alwayi 
ready to acquiesce in the dictates of revelation, and with prejudices that 
were strongly in tavour of the established faith, did, long before liis death, 
relinquish as untenable the doctrine of the " Co-equal Three." " If we 
content ourselves with mere sounds without ideas," says he, in a letter to 
the Rev. John Alexander, dated April IBth, 1727, " we may believe any 
thing: hut if we seek after ideas, I think we must come to this determina- 
tion, viz. that the great God is either one conscious mind or spirit, or he 
is three conscious minds or spirits. Now I have such argumenta against 
the latter, that I cannot at present assent to it." Ol' the regret which 
his heterodoxy on this subject excited in Che minds of his orthodox triends 
and admirers some proofs are cutant. Mr. T. Bradbury, in a letter 
addressed to Dr. AVatts, in 1T35, charges him with making " the Divinity 
of Christ cvajJorate into a mere attribute." "It is a pity, '- says he, mo- 
destly asaummg his own superiority of judgment and right to dictate to 
Dr. Watts, — " after you have been more than thirty years a teacher of 
others, you are yet to learn the Jlrst principles of the oracles of God. Was 
Dr. Owen's church," he adds, " to be taught anallier Jesus f that the Son 
and Spirit were only two powers in the Diiine Nature?" " Gladly," says 
the eelebraled Toplady in his outlines of the life of Dr. Watts, " would I 
throw, if possible, an everlasting veil over this valuable person's occaai- 
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onal deviations from the simplicity of the Gospel^ relative to the person- 
ality and divinity of the Son and Spirit of God. But justice compels me to 
acknowledge that he did not always preserve an uniform consistency with 
himself, nor with the Scriptures of truth, so far as concerns that grand 
and fundamental article of the Christian faith. The inconclusiveness of 
his too wanton tamperings with the doctrine of the Trinity, has been 
largely and irrefragably demonstrated by more hands than one." So it is 
—we insist upon the right to judge for ourselves, and then have the 
arrogance and folly to blame others, if, in the just exercise of the same 
right, they happen to be led to different conclusions. Whether Dr. 
Watts was a Unitarian or a Trinitarian at the close of his life, — whether 
he stood firm in his first faith, or was what some would call an apos- 
tate from it, — I am sure that he was a Christian, and should be happy 
indeed if 1 could firmly trust that the future lot of myself and those 
whom I love might be cast with such as he. 



Note B. 

On Eternal Punishments and the Calvinistic Doctrines of 

Election and Prwterition, 

In his second letter, page 20, Mr. H. maintains, in very strong terms, 
the doctrine of the positive eternity of Hell torments, and in his sixth 
letter, page 92, he pronounces a severe censure on Mr. Belsham, for 
asserting, that '' the well-informed Christian will not hesitate a moment 
to reject the supposition of eternal punishment." Mr. Belsham is not 
singular in this opinion, nor is it peculiar to Unitarians. '' Known unto 
God," — says Bishop Newton,* author of the *^ Dissertations on the Pro- 
phecies," — " are all his works from the beginning of the world. He 
foresees the most distant and contingent actions of all his creatures. He 
foreknows what courses they will take, their beginning, their progress, 
their end : and nothing can be more contrariant to the divine nature and 
attributes, than for a God all- wise, all-powerful, all-good, all perfect, to 
bestow existence on any beings, whose destiny, he foresees and foreknows, 
must terminate in wretchedness and misery, without recovery or remedy, 
without respite or end. He certainly would either have created them of 
a different model and constitution, or not have created them at all. ' God 
is love ;' and he would rather not have given life, than render that life a 
torment and curse to all eternity. His goodness could never give birth to 
any one being, and much less to a number of beings, whose end, he 
foresaw and could not but foresee, would be irretrievable misery: nor 
could even his justice for short-lived transgressions inflict everlasting 
punishments. Imagine a creature, nay imagine numberless creatures, 
produced out of nothing, and therefore guilty of no prior offence, sent 
into this world of frailty, which, it is well known before-hand, they will 
so use as to abuse it, and then, for the excesses of a few years, delivered 
over to torments of endless ages, without the least hope or possibility of 
relaxation or redemption. Imagine it you may, but you can never seri- 
ously believe it, nor reconcile it to God and goodness. The thought is 
shocking even to human nature, and how much more abhorrent then 
must it be from the divine perfections I God must have made all his 
creatures finally to be happy ! he could never make any, whose end he 

< See his " Dissertation on the Fkial State and Condition of Man." Works, 4to. voL 3. 
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foreknew would be raiBery everlftsliug."* Bieho^ NewWin's languBKe fat j 
I not less strong than Mr. B.'s, and he Justifies it hy arfpinients, whicit I 
I Mr. H. will find it difficult to answer. I do not hesitate indeed to say, 
that nothing can be conceived more horrible in itself, or more unworthy 
of a divine religion, than the doctrine of the eternity of future punish- ' 
ments, efi^>ecially when held in combination, as the followers of Calvin i 
hold it, with those of original sin, election, and prteteiidon, not to call it I 
reprobation, which, however, in ray mind, means the Bame thing. Accord- 
ing to the^ doctrines, when Adam sinned, all his posterity fell with I 
him into a state of utter moral ruin, in which they are bom into this I 
world, and must continue throughout eternity, unless delivered by super- I 
natural aid. A certain number only, distinguished as the elect, ret 
this aid : — the rest, — myriads of living souls^are passed by, and rel 
ing the sinful nature that their earthly Father gave them, and left bji j 
their Heavenly Father to themselves, and their ddectibility, as, 1 think; f 
Dr. Williams calls it, pass on voluntarily — (how can tliey otherwise, I 
when Adam gave thein a depraved will, which no power less than that <a ' 
the Holy Spirit can purify .i* ) — to eternal torments ; (he contemplation of 
which, according to Boston, shall form part of the future happiness of 
the elecL And this is tile doctrine which Mr. H. wishes me to embrace 
as the glad tidings of the gospel I To me it seems alike Eubversive of 
flie justice and benevolence of God, and fraught with woe to man. Let 
my readers judge. But perhaps they will think that I have misrepre- 
Bented the Calvinistic system. Lest 1 should be thought to do si>, I add 
the following condensed view of it which may be found verbatim, in 
Dr. Ryland s Life of Andrew Fuller, p. 5. " The particular Baptists 
espouse the Calvinistic sentiments on what are called the five points ; 
namely, Isl. — that the elect were eternaUy foreordained to holiness, 
obedience, and happiness as the end, through sanctification and the 
sprinkling of the blood of Jesus as the means of obtaining that end, 
to the glory of Sovereign grace. — Snd. That the peculiar blessings of 
redemption, purchased by the death of Christ, are actually imparted 
only to the elect, all of whom shall ceriainly enjoy them. — 3rd. That 
mankind are aa universally and iotal/y depraeed, that they never can 
be brought back to God, without the drawing of the Holy Spirit. — 
4. That the special operations of the Divine Spirit are invincibly effica- 
cioits, and cannot he frustrated hv the rebellious will of man — fi. That 
all who are truly regenerated shall persevere in grace to glory." Having 
enumerated these points of agreement. Dr. B^nd notices a subject m 
disagreement, which, he says, arose first in Northamptonshire amongst 
the Calvinista of his day, and which he calls the Mndem Questtaa, 
(to me it appears a very unprofitable one,) nainely, " whether it be the 
duty of all men to whom the gospel is publislied," — whether drawn by 
the Holy Spirit or not, in other words whether they can or not — "to 
repent and believe in Christ." Prom the Rev. Andrew Fuller's 
Confession of Faith, p. 99 of the same work, I transcribe a few 
illustrative sentences. " I believe the first sin of Adam was not 
merely personal, but that he stood as out representative ; so that 
when he fell, we fell in him, and became liable to condemnation and 
death, and, what is more, ate alt bom into the world with a vile pro- 
pensity to sin against God. I believe the doctiine of eternal personal 
election and predestination. However, J believe that though in the 
choice of the elect God had no motive out of Himself, yet it was 






I 



I respect to punisbing the rest. What has been usually 
but perhaps improperly called the dnctrinc of reprohation, I con- 
eider as nothing more than tbe Divine deiermmalian to p^iniah 
sin in certnin cases in the person of the sinner. I believe that 
the fall of man did not at all disconcert tbe Great Eternal ; but that 
He had from Eternity formed a people upon the supposition of that 
event, (as well knowing that it would be,) and that in this everlasting 
covenant as it is called, the Sacred Three, speaking after the manner of 
men, stipulated with each other for the bringing about llieir vast and 

glotiona design. Though the way of salvation is iu itself so glorious 

that a man must be an enemy to God, to mankind, and to himself, not to 
approve it ; yet I believe the pride, ignorance, enmify, and love to sin, 
in men is such, that they will not come unto Christ for life ; but in spite 
of all the calls or threatenings of God, will go on, till they sink into eter- 
nal perdition. Hence 1 believe arises the necessity of an almighty work 
of God the Spirit to new model the whole soul, &c. — The influence of 
the Spirit of God in this work I believe always to be effectual. — I believe 
aU those who are called of God never fall away so as to perisli everlast- 
ingly ; but persevere in holiness till tbfy arrive at endless happiness. — 
I believe that sinners shall go away into everlasting punishment, &c. 
&C." Such is Calvinism ! Let the reader ponder well the view of tbe 
character of God whieh it conveys, and ask himself, whether this is the 
Universal, Impartial, Foi^ving Father of the Gospel. Who can be- 
lieve for one moment that the God of infinite wisdom and mercy could 
first permit Adam, by a single voluntary act, to deprave the moral nature 
of all his posterity, so that nothing but miraculous aid can save them ; 
and then rel'use or negieel to grant them that aid ; and not only so, 
but punish them eternally for doing, what, with their moral nature, ihey 
cannot but do ? IVhere, 1 ask, upon the Calvinistic view of the subject, 
are we to look for proofs of the Divine Benevolence? It must he to the 
lower animals, and to them only : for of the human race, an immense 
minority of those that have hitherto existed are destined, according to 
this system, to eternal misery, so that it would poaitively have bten belter 
for them if Ihey had never been. " Not a sparrow, says onr blessed 
Lord, " fallelh to the ground without our Father. Fear not therefore, 
for ye are of more value than many sparrows." Of value ! — for what pur- 
pose ? To be the recipients of Divine love and mercy, I should think, — 
to live, to he good, and to be happy ; not to sin and suffer through an 
eternal existence, to incur and undergo punishments without end, and /□ 
no end but the supposed glory of the Torturer .' Mr. H. is unwilling to 
admit the possible deliverance from everlasting torments even of the "virtu- 
ous Heathen." For all tbe rest then be bus absolutely no hope. ^Cell had it 
been tor them, according to his theory, if God had made them of less value 
than the sparrow or the worm, more brutish and senseless than the beasts 
of the field, or the fowls of Heaven ! Then at least they might have been 
happy during their little day, and at rest when that day was over. — But 
now — truly I have no wish to dwell longer on the picture, even though it 
were painted by such a spiritual Fuseli as Boston. I am thankfUl 
that I think not thus of Him who numbereth all the hairs of our heads, — 
and that 1 have far better and brighter hopes for the final destiny of those, 
who are made of one blood to dwell witli me on the face of the earth. In 
conclusion, I cannot pass over without remark an observation which Mr. 
H. makes, in connection with this subject, p. 91. "The doctrine that 
the sufferings of the lost would not he eternal,'' says he, " gave ila peace 
to the mind of Priestley, in the solemn crisis of death, and he recora. 
mended the book which advocated it to others. Strange sunaet, which 
could attribute to such a source its smile and calm !" What right has 
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Wlio told him that the venerable Priestlev^M 

"ta chief, Bource in the prospect rf aui% 



Hi. Hamilton to saj this 
peace in death had itsjoZc, 

final restoration of the wieked?— Where did he learn that 1 
' hope of solvBtioii reposed, even in the siuullest degree, upon thia pvund? J 
la the active, energetic, unwearied Eervice of bis God, his Saviour. andJ 
mankind, that pure-hcarled, nohle-miDded man had spent his well-tiUed I 
day. His work of duty had been done as few men do it. His wallc ■ 
through life, if 1 might venture to judge from what 1 have heard and 1 
lead of him, had been with that God, in whose pardonint; love and I 
mercy be placed unbounded confidence; he had ever regarded Ilini aaft I 
present Father ; and he feared not therefore lo meet Hlra on the othor \ 
aide of the dark sea. But has the thought never suggeated itself I. ^ 
Mr. H. that Dr. Priestley's joy in the prospect of the final reatora~ 
tion of the wicked might nut be altogether selfish ? — that he might have 
had some relative or relatives, some fiiend oi friends, for the sake ai 
whom that hope might be most preciom and consohng to him ? That thia 
was the case 1 have heard, and 1 believe. And even if it had not been so, 
Priestley loved mankind, and would have been deeply pained to think of 
any brother of our race, so " lost in loss ilstlf," that hope could not 
mingle with his sorrow for him. Even round the setting sun of Pricstky 
there were perhaps some clouds that bung more darkly than others. 
Happy was it for him that Piety and Benevolence could shed a bright 
beam even upon these ! 



Locke on Doctrinal Erro-r, and the Constitution of a 
Christian Church. 

The world is greatly indebted to Lord King, not only for his life of 
Locke, but also for the invaluable extracts from bis Common Place Book, 
and Miscellaneous Papers, of which he has put the public in possession. 
The second edition with additions ia before me, and sincerely do I hope 
that a third, with still further additions, may be soon called for. The 
ideas that such a man thought worthy of committing to paper, can rarely 
be without solid value. The religious world could not but feel interested 
10 learn the view which Locke took of all the subjects treated of by him, 
tinder the head of " Adversaria Theologica," vol. ii. p. 186. One or two 
estracts will help to give a more permanent value to these fugitive pagee. 
In his Common Place Book, under the head "Error," are the following 
remarks : " The great division among Christians is about opinions. 
Every sect has its set of them, and that is called orthodoxy ; and be who 
professes hia assent to them, though with an implicit faith, and without 
examining, be is orthodox, and in the way to salvation. But if he ex- 
amines, and thereupon questions any oae of them, he is presently bus- 
pected of heresy ; and if he opposes them or holds the contrary, he is 
presently condemned as in a damnable error, and in the sure way to 
perdition. Of this, one may say, that there is, nor can be, nothing more 
■wrong. For he that examines, and upon a fair examination embraces an 
error for a truth, has done his duty, more than he who embraces the 
profession (for the truths themselves he does not embrace) of the truth 
without having examined whetlier it be true or no. And he that has done 
his duty, according to the best of his ability, is certainly 
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to search after truths he certainly that has searched after it^ though he 
has not found it in some points^ has paid a more acceptable obedience to 
the wiU of his Maker, than he that has not searched at all, but professes 
to have found truth, when he has neither searched nor found it. For he 
that takes up the opinions of any Church in the lump, without examin- 
ing them, has truly neither searched after, nor found truth, but has only 
found those that he thinks have found truth, and so receives what they 
say with an implicit faith, and pays them the homage due only to God, 
who cannot be deceived, nor deceive. In this way the several Churches 
(in which, as one may observe, opinions are preferred to life, and ortho- 
doxy is that which they are concerned for, and not morals) put the terms 
of salvation in that which the Author of our salvation does not put them 
in. The believing of a collection of certain propositions, which are called 
and esteemed fundamental articles, because it has pleased the compilers 
to put them into their confession of faith, is made the condition of sal- 
vation. But this believing is not, in truth, believing, but a profession 
to believe ; for it is enough to join with those who make the same pro- 
fession ; and ignorance and disbelief of some of those articles is well 
enough borne, and a man is orthodox enough, and without any suspicion, 

till he begins to examine. To a man who believes in Jesus Christ, 

that he is sent from God to be Saviour of the world, the first step to 
orthodoxy is a sincere obedience to his law." Locke's idea of a pure 
Christian community may be found in the following paper, drawn up by 
him, apparently, as Lord King informs us, for the guidance of a religious 
society in Holland, and headed 

PACIFIC CHRISTIANS. 

1. '* We think nothing necessary to be known, or believed for salva- 
tion, but what God hath revealed. 

2. ^' We therefore embrace all those, who in sincerity receive the 
word of truth revealed in the Scripture, and ' obey the light which 
enlightens every man that comes into the world.' 

3. '^ We judge no man in meats, or drinks, or habits, or days, or any 
other outward observances, but leave every one to his freedom in the use 
of those outward things which he thinks can most contribute to build up 
the inward man in righteousness, holiness, and the true love of God, and 
his neighbour in Christ Jesus. 

4. *' If any one find any doctrinal parts of Scripture difficult to be 
understood, we recommend him, — 1st. The study of the Scriptures in 
humility and singleness of heart : 2d, Prayer to the Father of lights to 
enlighten him : 3d, Obedience to what is already revealed to him, 
remembering that the practice of what we do know is the surest way to 
more knowledge ; our infallible Guide having told us, if any man will 
do the will of Him that sent me, he shall know of the doctrine, John 
vii. 17. : 4th, We leave him to the advice and assistance of those whom 
he thinks best able to instruct him, no man, or society of men, having 
any authority to impose their opinions or interpretations on any other, 
the meanest Christian, since, in matters of religion, every man must 
know, and believe, and give an account for himself. 

5. *^ We hold it to be an indispensible duty for all Christians to 
maintain love and charity in the diversity of contrary opinions : by which 
charity we do not mean an empty sound, but an effectual forbearance 
and good-will, carrying men to a communion, friendship, and mutual 
assistance one of another, in outward as well as spiritual things ; and by 
debarring all magistrates from making use of their authority, much less 
their sword, (which was put into their hands only against evil doers) in 
matters of faith or worship. 

R 
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6. ^' Since the Christian religion we profess is not a notional science^ to 
furnish speculation to the hrain, or discourse to the tongue, but a rule of 
righteousness to influence our lives, Christ having given himself to re- 
deem us from all iniquity, and purify unto himself a people zealous of 
good works, we profess the only business of our public assemblies to be 
to exhort thereunto, laying aside all controversy and speculative questions^ 
to instruct and encourage one another in the duties of a good life, which is 
acknowledged to be the great business of true religion, and to pray Grod 
for the assistance of his Spirit for the enhghtening our understanding, 
and subduing our corruptions, that so we may retiun unto him a reason- 
able and acceptable service, and show our faith by our works, proposing 
to ourselves and others the example of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, 
as the great pattern for our imitation. 

7. ''One alone being our Master, even Christ, we acknowledge no 
masters of our assembly ; but if any man in the spirit of love, peace, 
and meekness, has a word of exhortation, we hear him. 

8. " Nothing being so oppressive, or having proved so fatal to unity, 
love, and charity, the first great characteristicad duties of Christianity, 
as men's fondness of their own opinions, and their endeavours to set 
them up, and have them followed, instead of the Gospel of peace ; to 
prevent those seeds of dissension and division, and maintain unity in 
the difference of opinions, which we know cannot be avoided, — if any 
one appear contentious, abounding in his own sense rather than in love, 
and desirous to draw followers after himself, with destruction or op- 
position to others, we judge him not to have learned Christ as he 
ought, and therefore not fit to be a teacher of others. 

9. '^ Decency and order in our assembUes being directed, as they ought, 
to edification, can need but very few and plain rules. Time and place 
of meeting being settled, if any thing else n^ed regulation, the assembly 
itself, or four of the ancientest, soberest, and discreetest of the brethren, 
chosen for that occasion, shall regulate it. 

10. " From every brother that, after admonition, walketh disorderly, 
we withdraw ourselves. 

11. " We each of us think it our duty to propagate the doctrine and 
practice of universal good-will and obedience in all places, and on all 
occasions, as God shall give us opportimity." 



Note D, 

Letter from Bernard Gilpin to his brother George. 

^' You require me to write, in a long discourse, the manner of my con- 
version from superstition to the light of the Gospel: which, I think, 
you know, was not in a few years. As time and strength will permit, I 
will hide nothing from you, confessing my own shame, and yet hoping 
with the Apostle, ^ I have obtained mercy, because I did it ignorantly.' 

^^ In King Edward's time I was brought to dispute against some asser- 
tions of Peter Martyr ; although I have ever been given to eschew, as far 
as 1 might, controversies and disputations. Being but a young student, 
and finding my ground- work not so sure as I supposed, I went first to 
the Bishop of Durham, who told me that *^ Innocent the third was much 
overseen, to make transubstantiation an article of faith." He found great 
fault with the Pope for indulgences and other things. The best learned 
bishops of this realm at that time withstood the supremacy of the pope, 
both with words and writing. 

'' Mr. Harding coming newly from Italy, in a long and notable sermon 
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did 80 lively set forth^ and paint in their colours, the friars and unlearned 
bishops assembled at Trent in council^ that he much diminished in me> 
and many others^ the confidence we had in general councils. 

" All these things^ and many more, gave me occasion to search both the 
scriptures and ancient fathers : whereby I began to see many great abuses, 
and some enormities, used and maintained in popery ; and to like well of 
simdry reformations on the other side. Afterwards, in three years* 
space, I saw so much gross idolatry at Paris, Antwerp, and other places, 
that made me to misKke more and more the popish doctrines ; especially 
because the learned men disallowed image- worship in their schools, and 
suffered it so grossly in their churches. 

'' As I could with small knowledge, I examined the mass : the greatest 
fault I then found was too much reverence and gross worshipping of the 
gaping people ; because I believed not transubstantiation. Likewise my 
conscience was grieved at the receiving of the priest alone. Yet at 
length I said mass a few times as closely as I could. I leasoned with certain 
that were learned of my acquaintances why there was no reformation of 
these gross enormities about images^ reli^ues, pilgrimages, buying mass 
and trentals, with many other things, which in King £dward's time the 
catholics (so called) did not only grant to be far amiss, but also promised 
that the church should be reformed, if ever the authority came into their 
hands again. When I asked when this reformation was to begin, in hope 
whereof I was the more willing to return from Paris, I was answered, 
' We may not grant to the ignorant people that any of these things hath 
been amiss : if we do, then they will strait infer other things may be 
amiss as well as these, and still go further and further !' This grieved 
me, and made me sick for quietness in God's word : no where else I could 
find any stay. After Queen Mary's death I began to utter my mind more 
plainly. Before, (I must needs confess my weakness,) ignorance, and 
fear of enemies, had somewhat restrained me. Thus, in process of time, 
I grew to be stronger and stronger; yet many grievous temptations 
and doubts have I had, which many nights have bereaved me of sleep. 

'' My nature hath ever more fled controversy as much so as I could. My 
delight and desire hath been to preach Christ, and our salvation by him, 
in simplicity and truth; and to comfort myself with the sweet promises 
of the gospel, and in prayer. 

'^I have been always scrupulous and troubled either in subscribing or 
swearing to any thing, beside the scriptures, and articles of our belief, 
because the scripture ought ever to have a pre-eminence above man's 
writings. 

^^ I remember, when I went for orders to the bishop of Oxford, his chap- 
lain ministered an oath to allow all such ordinances as were set forth, or 
should be set forth in time to come : which oath when we considered 
better of it, what it was to swear to things to come, we knew not what, it 
troubled not only me, but nine or ten more with me, men of much better 
learning than I was. J, for my part, resolved after that to swear to no 
writing but with exception, as it agreed with the word of God. What 
trouble I had when the oalh was ministered by the bishops for the book 
of articles, agreed upon in 1562 and 1571, 1 have opened for quietness and 
discharge of my conscience in another writing. And certainly, since I took 
this order to open my faults in writing,^ not pausing who knew them, so 
it might edify myself or others, I have found great ease and quietness of 
conscience ; and am daily more edified, comforted, and confirmed in read- 

* '* I never had doubts in religion in all my life, nor ever dissembled in all my life, 
or committed any fault, which, so far as I thought it might edify or do good to 
others, and so far as my remembrance served* I could not well find in my heart to 
confess before all the world." 
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ing ihe scriptures. And this I praise God for, that when J was n 
troubled, and weakest of all, my faith in God's mercy nas so strong, that 
if I should then have departeil this life. I had, and have, a sure tmst, 
that none of tliese doubta would have hindered my salvation. 1 hold fast 
one sentence of Saint Paul, ' I have obtained mercy, in that I did it in 
ignorance :' and of another in Job, ' If the Lord put ice to death, yet 
will I trust in him.' Yet have I prayed God's mercy many times for all 
these oSences, iulinuicies, and ignorances i oad so 1 will do so still, so 
long as 1 liave to live in this world." 



Oh Dr. Channing's Works. 
When Mr, Hamilton read ihe names of Channing and Fox, in con- 
junction with those of Locke and Lardner, Price and IViestley, it was 
long before he could identify them. At length he recollected the " Amer- 
ican pamphleteer." I was rather astonished at his slowness of memory, 
as I thought I had myself been ttie means of bringing, at least, the name 
of that eloquent writer, frequently under his view of late; and my 
surprise was increased when I considered that Dr. C.'s works had been 
thought worthy of notice by all our leading literary journals — Edinburgh, 
Quarterly, Westminster, British Critic, &c. Such, however, was the 
fact, — and when the discovery was made, the opportunity was not lost 
for a sneer at these " Highly respectable advocates of the ' shallow and 
conceited heresy,'" — and at the person who, venturing to express his 
sincere admiratioi) of their genius, had been so weak as to mistake these 
" tapers" for " torches," or so servile as to flatter where he did not 
approve. All able men, however, even of different communions, do not 
estimate Dr. C. exactly as Mr. H. appears to do. Dr. Southey's high 
eulogiura upon him , in the Quarterly Review may not perhaps have 
met the eye of Mr. H., otherwise he might not have been so severe upou 
the " Sooinian," for fancying that he saw a star in the literary Heaven, 
where an astronomer with an eye so much more experienced had pointed 
one out It is our habit, it seems, to mistake " corpuscles" for large 
bodies. We have microscopic eyes, and sectarian zeal is a great sharpener 
of the vision, where the object is seen moving in the same doctrinal 
atmosphere : but Dr. Southey was differently circumstanced, and not 
perhaps the most likely person of all others to nail with delight the rising 
fX a Unitarian luminary. He did so notwithstanding ; nor was he sin- 
gular. I tranacribe with pleasure for the perusal of Mr. H. and my 
leaders, the- eloquent and generons tribute of Dr. Morehead, Episcoml 
Minister at Edinburgh, to Dr. Channing's merits ae an author. ARer 
speaking of Dr. Chalmers, he says — " There is only, I think, one other 
individual, in the present day, whose high qualifications entitle him to 
any thing of a similar influence, and be is an inhabitant of another divi- 
sion of the globe, and the preacher too of a very different and even 
defective form of Christianity. I mean Dr. Channing. Yet, though 
with theoTi^cal di^mas as distinct and <livei^n^ as tiiey arc themselves 
separated by their geographical position, and with many discrepancies, 
too, in the features of their mind and genius, I cannot but think that 
these remarkable men come nearer each other in their points of resem- 
blance and union, than they are remote in their ilissimilarities and divi- 
sioQ. They breathe the same spirit of an overflowing zeal that dte i^ga 
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of the gospel may advance over the worlds and the same deep conviction 
that^ on the progress of ' that kingdom which is to come^' all the most 
glorious and spiritual triumphs of the human soul must depend. In the 
best sense of the Apostle^ they are, therefore, ' of one mind* — while they 
will be classed, in the mere technical map of theology, as being decidedly 
antipodes. The high Calvinism of the one, or the dogged Unitarianism 
of the other, will be accounted, however, by the mind which surrenders 
itself to the purer influences issuing from these master-spirits of this age, 
rather as their excrescences than their energies, as ' the nodosities of the 
oak rather than its strength,' as the spots which somewhat obstruct their 
light and heat, more than the living fountain from which they flow. 
That fountain, indeed, ^ who s^all tefi }" Yet its streams can never be 
mistaken when they mingle, amidst all their diversities, in the same 
grand and united channd of the love of God and the love of man V* 
With respect to the '^ talented London declaimer," I am, happily for 
myself, not separated from him by the broad Atlantic. I consider him 
as in company : and I will therefore say nothing. My feelings tempted 
me to associate his name with Channing's. Let my readers peruse his 
two volumes of sermons on *' Christ and Christianity," and decide for 
themselves, what rank should be assigned him, and wnether he cannot 
reason as well as declaim. In conclusion, I would observe, that in the 
productions of the writers whom I have mentioned, (and let this serve as 
an additional excuse for having named them,) as well as in those of some 
other living authors, both in this country and America, whom I will not incur 
their or Mr. H.'s censure by specifying, I find my own ideas of Unitarian 
Christianity more perfectly embodied, than in those of the deceased 
fathers of our cause in England, whom^ however, I do not venerate the 
less on that account. They fought our battles nobly, and it is in con- 
sequence of their exertions, that their successors have been able to win 
the less arduous, perhaps, but more delightful triumphs of peace.— 
*' Peace to the shades of the heroes," I say, when I think of Lindsey, 
Jebb, Priestley, Belsham, &c. If in the midst of the battle that they 
waged with the fierce oppjonents of what they deemed pure Christianity, 
they did not enter fully into aU the sublimer beauties and graces of the 
Heavenly Power to whom their faith was pledged, and their loyal service 
duly rendered, the fault can hardly be considered as their own. The 
coarser work of the controversialist must, perhaps, be first performed : 
let us rejoice if it be followed in due season by the more heart-improving 
labours of the calm reasoner on truths already vindicated. 



Note F. 

On the svipposed Eternal Communion bettveen the Persons of 

the Trinity, 

The two following passages are extracted, one from ** The Religious 
Meditations of the Hon. Charles How," lately republished, witnout 
animadversion, by Dr. Jebb, Bishop of Limerick, in his '^ Piety with- 
out Asceticism," p. 397 : the other from the Rev. Dr. J. P. Smith's 
" Scripture Testimony to the Messiah," vol. ii. part 2d, p. 753, 1st edit. 
That the system which both these gentlemen defend is Tritheistical^ 
appears to me indisputable. The same idea, my readers will remember^ 
was advanced by Dr. Watts in his " Scale of Blessedness," (see Note 
A.) and retracted by him subsequently, on this very ground. As human 



130 

igB we eannot conceive of the cxistenct! of friendship, b^t 

irounion, &c., where there are not different minds or spirits. Where 
-e is but one mind, there must be solitude. Society necessarily ini' 
I plies more than one. The doctrine of Mr. How and Ffr, Smith therefore 
evidently is, that Three Infinite Minds have necessarily existed from all 
Eternity. Wherein then consists the Unit; of the Godtiead ? The 
answer must be, in a perfect harmony of thought and will between the 
** Co-equal Three." Unitarians have not unfrequently been chai^d 
with a wish to fritter and explain away the doctrine of Scripture, when 
they have represented the oneness of Christ with God as being a Rgura- 
tive oneness, such as may exist between different beings who are united 
by perfect love, and act to one end, and with one aim. Wbat then shall 
we say of Trinitarians, who thus explain away the explicitly revealed 
Oneness of Jehovah Himself^ and represent Him as consisting of I'hree 
— however perfectly harmonious — minds? And wherefore stop at Three? 
— Has Scripture defined any such limits ? Even Trinitarians themselves 
do not maintain this. The most that they assert is, that Revelation has 
not spoken to the inhabitants of this globe of earth of more than Three- 
It is possible then,— nay more, — reasoning as Mr. How and Dr. Smith 
have done, we shall deem it probable, that many more persons may exiitin 
the Godhead than we have heard of, perhaps even to an infinite number, 
since if an intercommunion of Infinite minds be a source of felicity, 
the mor« numerous those minds, the more perfect the felicity must 
be, and an i/isifixwEit"! of many is quite as conceivable as that of 
Three. And here let me enter my earnest protest against the idea, 
that I mean to trifle upon such a subject. I am merely following 
out reasonings, — (which, if it had not been for the seriousness and 
tnodest diffidence with which they are advanced by these pious and good 
men, I should have deemed in the very highest d^;ree rash and pre- 
euraptuoos,) — to what appear to me their proper consequences. Surely 
Dr. Smith m the last clause of the extract which follows, notwith- 
standing his prudent caveat, has passed far beyond the bounds of discre- 
tion ! And what ia his argument? It is that if a plurality in the 
Infinite ^Essence of God he not supposed. He must have existed from 
Eternity in solitude before creation had a h^inning. Any force (hat 
this argument may have, (though when we consider that the future as 
well as the past is ever present to the Divine Mind, it would appear to 
have none,) depends upon our admitting the assumption, — for a mere 
assumption it appears to me, — that " creation had a beginning." But 
where is the prooi of this f All created things, I grant, must have had a 
banning ; the creation, if you mean by it any particular world, or 
system of worlds, must have had a beginning ; but creation itself, con- 
sidered like thought as an enei^ of the Divine Mind, may have been, 
for otigbt I can see to the contrary, strictly speakinc eternal. This no 
more involves a contradiction than the proposition, which every one must 
admit] that past time is eternal, though no separate moment of it can he 
distant by more than a finite distance from the present. A metaphysical 
arKument of this kind, even if it appeared a sound one, — which I 
thmk that this is not, — ought not surely to he allowed to shake our 
faith in the clearly revealed doctrine of Scripture, supported by all 
the evidence that Philosophy can bring, that there is One and only One 

POSING Mind. For my part, I join with the despised and simple 
Christians of the primitive church, in crying out for the " Monarchy ;" 
and in religion, at least would say with the ancient hard, if I may be 
allowed, with deepest reverence to adapt his words to an infinitely higher. 
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and bolier theme " 'ei( hoi^bio; htiw.'' In more sacred language let me 
■dd, and call upon my fellow Christians to meditate Its import, "Amui 
I<r;<iiiX, Ku{iD( J 0K! Vy-mi Ku{»! "Ei; ErTi." Hear, O Israel, the Lord 
onr God is One Lord !" 

" We argue that the felicity of friendship is one of the greatest 
belonging to human nature ; that an intimate affection between two 
friends, with a conformity of temper, thoughts, and tnclitiatioDs, is a 
great happiness of hunjan life ; and yet we perceive there is an exceeding 
imperfection in this happiness, from the separation and division of the 
persona ; which necessarily obstructs that entire union and perfect com- 
munication of thought and affection which are requisite to a complete 
felicity. From hence we may reasonably infer that the felicity of iJie 
Deity is rendered infinitely perfect by a plurality of persons, between 
whom there is an exact harroony of thought, of will, and of affection, 
who are inseparable and indivisible from a complete union of nature and 
essence in one eternal, infinite, and glorious Being. As to the number 
of persons necessary to supreme felicity, there is no foundation to deter- 
mine any thing concerning it, and therefore we can come, by Revelation 
only to the knowledge of the number." — Hon. Charles How. 

"The notion of Supreme and Infinite Perfection cannot but include 
every possible escellencj, or, in other words, every attribute of being, 
which is not of the nature of defect. It must be premised that creation 
had a b^inning. At whatever point that beginning may have been, 
whatever multiples of ages imagination or hypothesis can fix upon to 
carry that point backwar£, the point will stand somewhere. Before that 
position, therefore, a duration without beginning must have elapsed. 
Through that period, infinite on one part, it is incontrovertible, that 
notliing can have existed excepting tlic Glorious Deity. But, if the 
Unity of the Divine Nature be such a property as excludes every kind of 
plurahty, the properties of active life, tendency to diffusion, and reci- 
procity of intellectual and moral enjoyment, (which are perfections oi 
being,) must have been through that infinite duration in the slate of 
absolute quiescence. It seems to follow that from eternity down to a 
certain point in duration, some perfections were wanting in the Deitv : 
the Divine Mind stood in an immense solitariness ; — the infinitely active 
life which is a necessary property of the Supreme Spirit, was from 
eternity iiuiclive ; — no species of communication existed ;— there was no 
developement of intellectual and moral good, though in a subject in 
which that good had been necessarily, infinitely, and from eternity in- 
herent. I feel the awfiil ground on which 1 have advanced, in putting 
these suppositions ; and I would humbly beseech the Divine Majesty to 
pity and pardon me, if 1 am guilty of any presumption. I am also fully 
attentive to the attribute of All- sufficiency, as a necessary property of the 
Blessed and Adorable Nature. But when I have given every considers, 
tion of which 1 am capable, to this most profound of subjects, I cannot 
but perceive it as a strong and even invincible deduction of reason, that 
the denial of such a plurality in the Infinite Essence as shall admit of a 
developement from eternity of the ever active life, and a communion 
from eternity in infinite good, is a denial to the Supreme Nature of 
e thing which is essential to absolute and infinite perfection." 

Rev. Dr. J. P. Smith. 




On the EMutence of Unilarianism in the Church dtiring 
tJte Jirsl three Centuries. 

I have not entered, m my third letter, into the historical argnioent ta 
prove, that the tight of UniUrians to die Christian name was conceded 
without disptite, for more than two centaries after the Apostolic age. 
This Bubject uij readers will find fully diicussed by Drs. Priestley and 
Horsley in their celebrated controyersy. Let tliem read both sides with 
candour, jf they feel inclined to read either, and dcciile according to the 
evidence. For my own part, I have no doubt, from the testimoniea 
adduced, that the doctrine of the Trinity was not embraced, in any 
form, by the great body of believers, especially by those of Jenisli origin, 
during the period referred to. " In the earliest times," says Mosheim, 
himBelf a Trinitarian, treating of the doctrine of the Christian Chnrch 
(luring the first century, " all who professed iirml^ to believe that Jesoa 
was the only Redeemer of the world, and who, in consequence of this 

Srofession, promised to live in a manner conformable to the purity of hia 
olj religion, were immediately received amoiig the iligdples of Chiist. 
This was all the preparation for baptism then required, and a more accu- 
rate instruction in the doctrines of Christianity 'was to he administered to 
them, after receiving that sacrament." " The Christian system, as it 
was hitherto taught,' observes the same writer, treating of the doctrine 
of the second century, " preserved its native and beautiful simplicity, and 
was comprehended in a small number of articles. The public teachers 
inculcated no other doctrines than those that ate contained in what is 
commonly called the Apostles' creed, and, in the method of illustrating 
them, all vain subtleties, all mysterious researches, every thing beyond 
the reach of common capacities, were carefully avoided." This account 
of the modem historian is in accordance with the testimony of Tertullian, 
who flourished about a. b. 1 90, " The rale of faith,' says he, in hia 
treatise ' Dc virginibus velandis,' "is only one, admitting of no change 
or emendation, requiring U3 to Ijelieve in one God, Almighty, the inafe 
of the world; and in hia Son Jesus Christ, born of the Virgin Mary, 
crucified under Pontius Pilate, raised fl*om the dead on the thiril day, 
received up into heaven, now sitting at the right hand of the Father, and 
who will come again to judge the living and the dead, even by the re- 
surrection of the flesh. This law of faith remaining, other things^ being 
matters of discipline and conduct, admit of new corrections, the grace of 
God co-operating." In this rule of faith no article appears by which 
Unitarians are excluded. Not a word does this creed, which, though 
falsely ascribed to the Apostles, is certainly of great antiquity, being at 
once the most ancient, and the most simple, formula of the kind extant. 
Bay of the elementary doctrine of the Co-eqoal Three : and that there 
were, during the first three centuries, no small number of acknowledged 
Christians, who absolutely r^ected that doctrine, is a fact resting upon 
evidence which cannot be set aside. " Simple jurions," says TertiiUian, 
" not to call them ignorant and unlearned, who alwaus make the 
majorifg of believers, because the rule of faith itself," (i- ^- ^^i^ pro- 
fession of belief at baptism, quoted above) " carries us away ftora the 
many Gods of the heathens to the one true God ; not understanding that 
one God is indeed to be believed, hut with an ceconomy (or arrangeme ' ^ 

startle at the mconoir^. They take it for granted that the number .^ 

disposition of the T^nitj is a division of the unity. They pretend Uiat 
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two. Mid even three, are preached by us, and imagine that they them- 
selres are the worshippers of one God. We, they say, hold the monarchy. 
Latins have caught up the word monarchia. Greeke ■will not undersiand 
ceconomia." What can he clearer or more decisive, than this testimony 
of Tertullian, to the existence not merely of a large number, but even of 
a mqjfirifi/ (major pars crtdetilium) of simple and unlfarned Christians, 
who startled at tne ceconoray, saA professed to hold the monarchv ? How 
naturally does Tertullian txpress his vexation, that those of tnem who 
were Latins, should have cauant up that odious Greek word tnonarcbia ; 
and that even the Greeks should be determined not lo understand the 
word lEConoinia, though it was a word of their own tongue, with which 
they shoulJ have betn familiar ! Poor Ulilerate people ! Like the 
Unitarians of the present day, the; seem not to have had heads for nice 
metaphysical distinctions and arrangements, and to have been most per- 
vernely sensidve in thrir apprehensions ot an^ infraction of that simple 
rule of failh which bad taught them to believe in " One God, the father. 
Almighty, Maker of Heaven and Earth." The testimony of Origen, 
who flourished some years after Tertullian, about a. u. 230, is precisely 
to the same effect. "There are," says he, "whopartakeof the logos 
(or word) which was from the beginning, the logos that was with God, 
and the logos that was God, as Hosea, Isaiah, and Jeremiah, and any 
others that speak of him as the logos of God, and the logos that was 
with him : hut there are others iiiha know nothing but Jems Christ and 
kirn crucified, the logos that was made flesh ; thinking that they have 
every thing of the l^os when they acknowledge Christ according to 
the flesh. S/ich is the piullilvde {-oicvm h ftni to 5rS.iiSoi) of those 
regarded as behevere." And again he says, " The mu/titude,' of be- 
lievers are instructed in the shadow of the logos, and not in the true 
k^os of God, which is in the open heaven." In his treatise against 
Celsns, this same writer describes lite Ebionites as " those of the Jews 
tcho receive Jesus as the Christ ;" and in hia commentary on Matthew, 
he thus expresaes himself — "When you consider what belief they of the 
Jewish race who believe in Jesui entertain of their Redeemer, some thinking 
that he took his being fromMaryandJoseph, some indeedfrom Mary only 
and the Divine Spirit, but still without any belief of his divinity, you will 
understand, &c." Even Dr. Horaley is obliged to confess that it may be in- 
ferred from this passage " that the Jewish eomierts" (whose ancestors, ac- 
cording to Messrs. Hamilton, Oxlee, and SimiiEon,, had been sudi good Tri- 
nitarians ages before Christ was bom, having found the doctrine "revealed, 
or assumed'' in the very first verse of the Bihie,) " wete remarkably 
prone to the Ebioncan heresy, from wliich the Gentile churches in gene- 
ral were pure." The purity of the Gentile churches remains to be proved, 
Tertullian, it will be remembered, says on the contrary — in which Origen 
confirms him— that the " majority," the " multitude, ' of behevers of the 
poorer class, without restriction, Latins and Greeks, contended for the 
monarchy, and would not understand the ceconxnny. — It is somethinfr, 
however, for Dr. Horaley, to admit that even the Jewish converts in the 
days of Origen, were remarkabli/ prone lo the Ebioniean or Unitarian 
heresy. I may here introduce an observation of Moslieim, which will be 
found in his account of the divisions that prevailed in the Church during 
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the second century. " However ready," says he, " ma«v mav have been 
to embrace this erroneous doctrine," (of iT'axeas, whose followers Vfre 
called Monarchians, because of their denying a plurality of persona in 
'le Deity,) " it does not appear tJiat tbie sect formed to themselves a 
^paraio place of worship, or removed themselves from the ordinary 
aasemhlies of Chriatian.t." If lliey did not withdraw, we may fairly 
infer, 1 think, that they were not excluded. Once more we find that 



AdianauUB, who flonrUhed neaTly a ceotiuy &fter Origen, about i 
sue, atill eiieaka of the rejecters or TriDiiarlan doctrine as " tbe many,*^ 
snd stigmatize them as peraoDa of " low understandings." *' Thingif 
that are sublime and dilSctilt," saye he, "are uut to be apprehendedfl 
except by faith ; and ignorant people must fall if they cannot be ] 
■uaJnl to rest in faitb, and avoid curious iguestions." And here I i 
observe, that this " orthodox" — writer, for such he was, though n 
ftutlior of the creed falsely ascribed to him, — far from agreeir^ wil 
H. and " similar visionaries," (see his Letters, p. 26,) titat " thi 
fession of the Co-equal Three tvaa the condition of the lowest st 
Christian discipleship" in the Apmtolic age, — that the Jewish co 
were t'uily prepared at that time to receive il, — and were in fact " bs 
into the belief" of it, — speaks on the contrary of the prudent sile 
the Apostles on these high matters at the commencement of their wor 
"Orthodox" as he undoubtedly was, beseems to have read the book a 
Acts, with eyes more libe mine than Mr. Hamilton's. " Will the 
affirm," says ne, " for they stop at nothing, that the Apostles themse' 
thought as Arius did, becaose they say that Christ was a man of Nai 
reth, and suffered on the cross ? or because they use these words, 
the Apostles of opinion that Christ was only a man and nothini; m 
By no means; tnis is not to be imagined. But this they did as w 
master-builders and dispensers of the mysteries of God ; and they hi 
thia good reason for it. For the Jews of that age being deceived then 
selves and deceiving the Gentiles, thought that Christ was a m 
that he only came of the seed of David, like David's other des 
^_ and did not believe either that he was God, or that the word v 

^L flesh. On this account the blessed Apostles with great prudence 

^H related first to the Jews those things of the Saviour that were human, 

^^^ (r* •iflfinTjvx TOD o-oiTjifo;) — that having fully persuaded them, from his 

^^B publicly wrought miracles, that the Christ had come, ihey might after- 

^^M wards introduce them to the belief of his Deity, shewing that these works 

^^1 were not those of a man, but of God." Chrysostom, who flouriEhed 

^^H about a. d. 398, in several {lassages of bis writings, ascribes the same 

^^B cautious poUcj to the Apostles. One very remarkable passage Co this 

^^H efi^t is produced by Dr. Priestley, from the preface to his commentaries 

^^H on the book of Acts. " After treating pretty largely,'' says Dr. P. of the 

^^H conduct of the Apostles, with respect to their insisting on the doctrine of 

^^B the rcturrectian of Christ rather than that of his dwiniii/ immediately 

^^V after the descent of the Holy Spirit, Chrysostom soys — " How would 

^^H not the Jews, who bad daily heard, and had it sounded into their ears 

^V by the law, ' Hear, O Israel, the iMid thy Gild U one Lmd, and 

^^L beiidei Him there 1,5 no other ;' who had seen him naded to a wooden 

^^L cross, yea more, had crucified and buried him themselves, and had never 

^^H aeen him after he arose, — how would they not, — if they had heard that 

^^H he was God Himsi^lf, and equal to the Father, — have recoileil, and been 

^^H violently thrown off and repelled by such a doctrine ! wherefore tlicy (the 

^^H Apostles) bring them forwards to this gently, and by little and little, 

^^H and use great prudence in accommodating themselves to the state of 

^^H their minds." Oirysostom, it seems, was far from being aware how 

^^H well the Jews had been prepared for the wonderful disclosure, by their 

^^^1 previous study of their own sacred books, and by the clear revelations 

^^V of a plurality in Che Divine essence, which have since been detected in 

^^H thsm by Oxiee and Simpson. Another fact i may mention, that Aus- 

^^H tin, who was contemporary with Chrysostom, says of himself, that he 

^^^1 considered Christ as a most excellent man, and harl no suspicion of the 

^^H word of God being incarnate in him, or how the Catholic faith difli^red 

^^H from the error of the Unitarian Photinus, till he read the books of 

K k 
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Plato ! but that he was afterwards confhmed in the Catholic doct 
reading the Scriptures. It has often been urged as an objection against 
Unitariaaisin that it is not suited to the poor,— that the cominan people 
(!o not hear it gladly. It is curious to observe that, in the first ages of 
the Christian Chureh, it was the poor who were the last to part with 
it ; and that we find Tertulhaa, Origen, and Alhanasius, crying out 
against them, for that Tery reason, as " simple," and " ignorant," and 
of "low understanding." The fact may be accounted lor with little 
difficuity. The uninstructed are, for the most part, the last, to part with 
their old, or to adopt new opinions, of what nature soever either may 
be ; from the xneTe circumstance that their pr^udices are stronger, and 
their understandings are not brought to bear on matters of speculation 
with equal Bpecd and facility. But when the interest of the poor is once 
excited, when they have once b^un to think seriously and freely, ihey 
have then fewer temptations than the rich to divert them from the pur- 
suit of truth, or to prevent them from following it out to its genuine practieal 
conseijuences. To the poor the gospel was preached. It arrested their 
attention by the powerfiU appeal which it made, in the first inHtance, to 
their senees, their unilerstandings, and their hearts, by its miracles of 
metcy. Once convinced, they yielded themselves to its influence, with 
a zeal and promptitude, which the wealthy and the powerful, attached 
to the existing order of things by worldly interests, did not manifest, 
and by their instrumental I ty, powerful though humble, it "had a free 
course and waa glorified." I have my hopes that the time is rapidly 
approaching, when Unitarianism will again be, what I am firmly convinced 
that it once was, the doctrine of the Christian poor, approving itself to 
their understandings, purifying their hearts, and sanctifying their lives. 
With one question to Mr. Hamilton, I will conclude this note. " Who 
is ignorant," says Hall in his review of Belsham's memoirs of Lindsey, 
"that, among the endlesB fluctuations of fashions and opinions, the most 
absurd and pernicious systems have flourished for a while, and that 
Arianism, for instance, prevailed to such a degree for years as to threaten 
to become the prevalent religion of Christeadnm." Now my question 
shall be grounded on this well known fact. Would there have been any 
C/iriifendom in Mr. H.'s estimation, if this threatened event bad really 
happened ? In hh history of the Christian Church, if he had written 
one, would he have passed over those periods and places in which Arianism 

Erevailed? When Arianism sat upon the throne of the Cisars, would 
e have described Christianity as banished from it? If not, let him not 
be so inconsistent as to assert again that no one can be entitled to the 
Christian name who does not make confession of '* the Co-equal Three." 
This may do for the members of the Trinitarian Bible Society, but is 
unworthy of Mr. Hamilton. 



Note H. 

Extracts from Boston's Fourfold State. 
I extract a few passages from Boston's " Fourfold Slate." I could 
have added many aucb, powerfully illustrating, as 1 think these do, the 
horrors of the System, — and some also well fitted to excite a high idea 
of the genius of the writer. If any one wishes to see a picture of Calvin- 
ism painted " con amore," with a fVeeand fearless hand, by a master of 
no mean talent, let him take up Boston's Fourfold State. Amidst much 
to revolt and horrify, he will find some sublime and some useful pas- 
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^ _„ _ Kled Hsrvey iayt of it trulj, bnt u 

■eatencesBre thort, the compariEona striking, the langus)^ easy, and t 

', method proper." Such praise is fur below its merits: but when he addx^ 
Ihat " tne doctrine is evangrlical, and the manner searching but c\ 
ton/," be pronounces a ealo^um, in which few, I trust, even 
Cklvinistsof the present day would have the heart to sympathize. He^ 
Ditietindced be made of nature's " sternest stuff," that can think Boston'al 
work " consolatory." I 

" In the death of the infant children of men, many miseries have they I 
been espoaed to : they were drowned in the deluge : consumed in Sodonr 
by fire and brimBtone : they hive been slain with the sword, dashed 
against the stones, and are still dying ordinary deaths. What is the tm«^ 
cauae of this ? On what ground doth a holy God thus pursue iher 
Xe it the sin of their parents? That ma; be the occasion of the Lord"!! 
raising the process against them : but it must he their own sin that 
ground of the sentence passing on them : for Mr soul /hat sinneth ii iliai 
die, saith God. Is it their own actual sin P They have none. But 
men do with toads and serpents, which they kill at first sight, before tl 
have done any hurt, because of their venomous nature, s ' ' ' 

" As to the curse under which the damned shall be shut up in hell: 

is the terrible sentence of the law, by which they are bound over to t 

wrath of God, as transgressors. This curse does not first seize thei»j 
when, standing before the tribunal, they receive their sentence ; but ihi 
were bom under it ; they led their life under it, in this world ; they 
under it ; rose with it out of their graves ; and the Judge, finding it i 
them, sends them away with it into the pit ; where it shall lie on t 
through the ages of eternity. By nature all men sre under the cu 
but it is removed from the elect, bv the virtue of their union with ChrisI 
It abides on the rest of sinful mautdnd ; and by it ihey are devoted 
destruction, separated to evil, as one may describe the curse, 
Deut. Kxix. 21. ' And the Lord shall separate him unto evil,* Thus 
the damned, forever, be perEons devoted to destruction : separate and 
apart, from among the rest of mankind, unto evil, as vessels of wrath, 
up !or marks to the arrows of divine wrath ; and made the 
receptacle and shore of vengeance." 

" To be damned by him who came to save sinners, must be doubl_ 
damnation. But thus it shall be. The Lamb of God shall roar, as a lion,, 
against them ! he shall excommunicate and cast them out of his 
forever, by a sentence from the throne, saying, Depart from mc, ye 
cursed. He shall adjudge them to everlasting fire and the society of 
devils for evermore. And this sentence also, we suppose, shall be pro- 
nounced wilb an audible voice, by the man ChrisL And all the saints 
shall say. Hallelujah, true and righteous are his judgments. None were 
BO compasMonate as the saints, when on earth, durii^ the time of God' 

fiatience. But now that time is at an end, their compassion on the ungod 
y is swallowed up in joy, in the Mediator's glory, and his executing of 
just judgment, by which his enemies are made his footstool. Thougli 
sometimes the righteous man did weep in secret places for their pride, 
and because they would not hear ; yet then. He snail rgoice, when he 
seetb the vengeance, he shall wash his feet in the blood of the wicked. 
Psal- Iviii. 10. No pity shall then be shown to them, from their nearert 
relations. The godly wife shall applaud the justice of the Judge, in the 
condemnation of lier ungodly husband ; the godly husband shall say 
Amen to the damnation of her who lay in his bosom ; the godly parents 
sbiall say Hallelujah, at the passing of the sentence i^aitist their ungodly 
child : and the godly child shall, from his heart, approve the damnation 
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of his wicked parents^ the father who hegat him and the mother who bore 
him. The sentence is just ; they are judged according to their works." 

'^ It is certain the damned shall be tormented for ever and ever in hell 
fire, and not substantially destroyed. And indeed nothing is annihilated 
by fire, but only dissolved. Of what nature soever hell fire is, no question 
but the same God, who kept the bodies of the three children from burning 
in Nebuchadnezzar's fiery furnace, can also keep the bodies of the damn- 
ed from any such dissolution by hell fire as may infer privation of life." 

'^ And lastly, let us consider the eternity of the whole, the everlasting 
continuance of the state of the damned in hell. None can comprehend 
eternity but the eternal God. Eternity is an ocean whereof we shall 
never see the shore ; it is a deep where we can find no bottom ; a labyrinth 
whence we cannot extricate ourselves, and where we shall ever lose the 
door. It has a beginning. God's eternity has no beginning, but the crea- 
ture's has. Sometime there was no lake of fire : and those who have 
been there for some thousands of years were once in time as we now are. 
It shall never have an end. The first who entered into the eternity of 
woe is as far from the end of it, as the last who shall go thither will be 
at his entry. They who have launched out farthest into that ocean, are 
as far from land as they were the first moment they went into it, and 
thousands of ages after this they will be as far from it as ever. Where- 
fore eternity wnich is before us is a duration that hath a beginning, but 
no middle, no end. God's wrath in hell will ever be the wrath to come. 
When millions of ages are past in eternity, what is past bears no propor- 
tion to what is to come ; no not so mucn as one drop of water, falling 
from the tip of one's finger, bears to all the waters of the ocean. There 
is no end of it. While God is, it shall be. It is a glass always running 
which shall never run out. They who wear rings have an image of 
eternity on their fingers : and they who handle the wheel have an emblem 
of eternity before them ; for to which part soever of the ring or wheel one 
looks, one will see another part beyond it. When you look to a mountain, 
imagine in your hearts how long it would be, ere that mountain should 
be removed by a little bird, coming once every thousand years, and carry- 
ing away but one grain of the dust at once ; the mountain would at length 
be removed that way, and brought to an end, but eternity will never end. 
Suppose this with respect to ail the mountains of the earth ; nay, with 
respect to the whole globe of the earth ; the grains of dust, whereof the 
whole earth is made up are not infinite, and therefore the last grain 
would, at the long run, come to be carried away, in the way supposed ; 
but when that slowest work would be brought to an end, eternity 
would be in efiect but beginning. These are some rude draughts of 
eternity ; and now add misery and woe to this eternity, what tongue can 
express it ? WTiat heart can conceive ?" (Well indeed might he ask that 
question.) '^ In what balance can that misery and that woe be weighed ?" 

Who can read the forgoing passage, and withhold his admiration of 
the genius of the writer ? Who can read it and not feel his blood curdle 
within him when he contemplates the horrors of the system ? •' Merciful 
God!'* we involuntarily exclaim, " Is this Christianity? Are these thy 
tidings of great joy to a guilty world ? Is this the stretching forth of thy 
paternal arms, to invite the wretched prodigal to return ?" The author 
may not have so intended it — I have no doubt that he did not — ^but, 
considered in itself, a more infamous, a more sublimely Satanic libel upon 
the religion of the gospel, I venture to say, was never penned. I ask no 
better, no more conclusive proof of the falsehood of the Calvinistic 
system, — if this be, as Mr. H.'s language, seems to imply, an essential 
part of it, — than this magnificent " ad absurdum" one of Boston's. 



On''^ The Grntiiifous guilt accumulated by Socinians on their 
System." 



Mr. Hamilton brings it a 
are lax Sabbalarians, materialiGts, and ni 
subjects I beg leave to refer Mr. H. to the second book of Calvin's 
Institutes, chap. viii. S8 — 34. Where he will find that, if his obseiTatioii 
be founded in £ict, Unitarians have, what he, at least, will deem high 
authority, for not regarding the fourth Commandment of the first table 
as binding upon Christians, " The Sabbatli," says Mr. H. " has been 
regarded the Palladium of Christian profession by all the pious and devout 
of every age, and of enery Christian church : these have alwai/s contended 
for its reliffiou.1 and tacTcd obligation." Does this very decided, not to say 
temerarious writer, mean then to exclude Calvin from the number of the 
pious and the good, of every age and church ? or does he conceive that 
be had a stock of excellence, of other kinds, so superabundant as to make 
up for his defieiencf on ibis point ? " ' Whatever is lawful or expedient,' " 
says the expositor irf the Socinian creed, ' upon any one day of the week, 
is under the Christian dispensation, equally lawful and expedient on any 
other day.' " Why this is the yery doctrine of Calvin, and I shavdd 
surely have as good a right to denominate him the expositor of Mr. H.'s 
creed, as he can have to call Mr. Belsham the expositor of mine. We 
have never called ourselves Beiahamists ; whether he and his friends have 
ever called themaelves Calvinists, they know best. Notwithstanding their 
assumption of that name, however, 1 should not think it fair to make 
them responsible for every opinion that Calvin held. A fortiori, they 
should avoid similar imputations, made with even less foundation, in 
which I need not tell my readers that Mr. H.'s work abounds. No doc- 
trine can be more clearly or decisively laid down than Calvin's, that the 
fourth of the ten corainandmenta was abrogated, with all the other parto 
of the ceremonial law, by Christ. His views on the sulfject seem to me to 
resemble very nearly those advanced by Mr. B., in hts answer to Mr. 
Wilberforce, and are supported by similar arguments. Amongst other 
things Calvin observes, that though he approves of a weekly day of rest, 
and thinks tliat the first day of the week was selected, not wiinout good 
reason, for that purpose by the followers of Christ, yet that he is by no 
means superstitiously attached to the number seven, and that, if any 
churches should choose other days in preference, for holding their religious 
assemblies, he would not condemn them, provided only iTiey ki-pt clear 
of superstition. " Neque sic tamen septenarium numerum moror, ut 
gus servituti Ecclesiam astHngam. Neque euim Ecclesias damnavero, 
que alios conventibua suis solenncs dies habeant, modo a superstitioue 
absint." Mr. Hamilton would do much better by reading, and, if he can, 
replying to what has been urged by Calvin, Paley, Whately,* and 
others, on the side of the question opposite to his own, than by taking it 
for granted that all who do not agree with him must be deficient in 
religious princijile or devout feeling, and, on the ground of that assump- 
tion, pronouncing upon them a sentence of pharisaic condemnation. 
For my own part, while I think I perceive some traces of this septenary 
division of time, before theiustitutionof the Jewish law ; and see probable 
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reason to conclude, from the apostolic practice of holding public rcli^oua 
asaemblies weekly, though on tile first dav, that the s 
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o be adhered to as sacred, and t^e day of rest, of the expediency 
of which no one can doubt, to recur at the same intervals after the abo- 
lition of that Law ; 1 think it safest, nevertheless, to ground the duty of 
setting apart the Lord's-day for civil rest, and private and aocial devotion, 
on what appears to ine Che great and obvious conduciveness of this prac- 
tice to the true welfare of society, both temporal and spirilual. At the 
aame time I entirely agree with Calvin, Paley, Whately, Belsham, &c. 
that as a Jewish iiutitulion it is not binding upon us, and thai nothing 
can be more inconsistent and absurd, than to do as many Christians are 
in the habit of doing, — namely, to rest the obhgation to observe the Chris- 
tian Sabbath on the fourth commandment, and other precepts of the 
Jewish law, while at the same time they never observe it, as 
that commandment and thoee precepts enjoin. With Calvin, I am 
likewise of opinion, that religion should constitute a much larger 

Ejrtion of the regular business of eitety day of the Christian's 
fe, than it is wont to do, and that, if this were the case. Sabbatical 
observaoces, however desirable they might still be on some accounts, 
would certainly be much less necessary. On this subject, however, the 
opinion which 1 am chieflv anxious to maintain is, that neither have I 
any right tocall my neighliour toaccount, nor heme. To the Lord let 
each of us observe the day, or not observe it, as conscience dictates, holding 
fast OUT own liberty, and not invading that of others, bearing in mind the 
injunction of the apostle, — " Let no man judge you in meat or in drink, 
or in respect of a holy day, or of the new moon, or of the Sabbath days, 
which are a shadow of things to come, but the body is of Christ.'' 
As for nialerialisra, it is a purely metaphysical subject, on which the great 
m^oiity of Unitarians, like the great majority of Calvinists, have, in all 
probability, never bestowed a single thought, and respecting which the 
opinions of those who have considered it are by no means agreed. Dr. 
Priestley and Mr. Beleham, it is true, were materialists, but Dr. Price and 
Mr. W. Belsham, on the other hand, were immaterialists, and the ablest 
defence by far that I have ever read of that side of the question is, in ray 
opinion, that of Dr. Cromhie,* who is likewise, if lam not misinformed, 
a Unitarian. J am not myself a materialist, as the term is generally 
understood; certainly not m Dr. Priestley's and Mr. Belsham's sense. 
I wish, however, that Mr. H. had defined it, that 1 migftt have been quite 
certain whether I am or am not in his. He says that " horaogeneons- 
iicss is the modish description" — of what .'' of materiahsm .' then Berke- 
ley was a materialist, and I may be one for anything that I know to the 
contrary. Understanding the word in the usual sense, so far as J posaesB 
the means of judging, 1 should say that if the Unitarian body were can- 
vassed, to ascertain their sentiments, where they have any, on this topic, 
the immaterialists would lie found to equal, if not considerably to 
outnumber, their opponents. Of this, however, lam quite certain, that 
the cjuestion has nothing in the world to do with our peculiar religious 
opinions, and that Mr. H. must have been anxious indeed to Und a ground 
of accusation against us, when he added this count to his Indictment. 
When Mr, H. says, " the real truth of the case is, that all which attaches to 
and constitutes man is believed to depend upon the same physical arrange- 
o be dissolved in the same physical wreck" — he says that which 
is not true, in the sense in which a majority of readers will uoderstand 
it, of a sinKle Unitarian; and which is not true, in any sense whatev 
of Unitarians in general. And now for the last of this trio of "vagrant 
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errort" which we " Sociniana" have « decoyed into our cage." What 
think you is it, gentle reader ? If you are like me you wiU hardly 
believe your eves when you read It; unless you have previously read Mr. 
i?l? r u, V' " ^^^ <loctrine of philosophical necessity ! How did this 
bird of sable hue,--I mean no reflection, for I admire her glossy raven 
Piumage,--escape from that other cage, in which I thought she had been 
•o securely penned, and so kindly fostered too, that it was passinir 
strange she should have felt even the slightest wish to wander,— tendered 
as She was and nourished hy the hands of Edwards, Boston, Toplady, 
wilner, Wdliams, Fuller, Rohy, with many others that might be men- 
tionwl who minister in the Calvinistic Aviary,— to say nothing of that 
lax Sabbatarian, the great Calvin himself? To he serious, is Mr. H. 
aware of the opinions of his own sect— for he calls himself an Independent, 
and I conclude is likewise a Calvinist— when he imputes it to Unitarians 
•8 a crime to believe in the doctrine of Philosophical Necessity ? I have 
read a good deal on this subject, but I have read to little purpose indeed 
if the missile which he has aimed at us does not in this instance, recoil 
upon himself. Of the writers mentioned above, some of them members 
of the Church of England, others Independents, one a Baptist, but all 
professedly Calvinists, and men of high and merited reputation in that 
character, I should say, from what I have read of their produc- 
tions, that there was not one of them who was not as strict, or if Mr. H. 
prefer the term, as gross, a Necessarian, as Priestley or Belsham. Most 
confidently may this be affirmed of the chief of them all, Jonathan 
Edwards,— a name of which Mr. H.'s sect may well be proud, — with 
whose work on this subject, it is, I believe, generally conceded, that 
no other, whether composed by Unitarian or Trinitarian, can be 
compared. With Unitarianism the doctrine of Necessity has no natural or 
necessary connexion ; and the fact accordingly is, that, like Materialism, it 
is a subject, on which those of our body, who have taken the trouble to 
investigate it, have come to very different conclusions. The metaphysical 
Unitarians of Ireland and America, I have understood, generally take the 
side of Philosophical Liberty with Dr. Price, while the majority of the 
same class in this country adopt, perhaps, the views of Dr. Priestley. 
But Calvinists, I had always thought hitherto, were unanimous on this 
topic, — ^haviiig been accustomed, in all periods of their history, from the 
time of their grandfather Austin, to that of their father Calvin, and thence 
downwards, to battle this point with the followers of Pelagius, Arrainius, 
and all of the same school. Accordingly 1 find that the late Dr. Isaac 
Milner, in his able and interesting essay on this subject, in which he 
endeavours to give a fair view of both sides of the question, represents the 
arguments as advanced by an " Arminian" on the one side and a " Calvinist" 
on the other. A still more curious illustration of the rashness of Mr. H.'s 
attack in this instance is found in the following extracts* from a letter 
addressed to Dr. Priestley on the perusal of his Critique on the Metaphy- 
sical Writings of Drs. Reid, Beattie, and Oswald, by the Rev. Augustus 
Toplady, with whose name and character, as a decided and high Cal- 
vinist, many of my readers will be familiar. " Rev. Sir, condescend to 
accept the tnanks of a person who has not the honour of being acquainted 
with you, for the pleasure and improvement recently received from a 
perusal of your spirited (and for the most part just) animadversions on the 
three Nortnern Doctors. A/low me also to thank, in an especial manner, the 
good providence of God, which has raised up no less a man than yourself, 
to contend so ably for the great doctrine of necessity; a doctrine, in my 

« The whole letter will be found in Mr. Rutt's Memoirs of Dr. Priestley, p. 257. 
See also p. 308 of the same work another letter to Dr. P. from the same pen, highly in- 
teresting in itself, and most creditable to the writer. 
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idea^ not only essential to sound and rational philosophy^ but abstracted 
from which, I could not, for my own part, consider Christianity itself as a 

defrnsible system,* It is possible indeed for a person to be a gross 

Necessitarian^ or a Necessitarian at large, without being fully a Calvinist 
(witness many of the ancient and some modern philosophers) ; but it 
seems impossible to me that any person can be frilly a Calvinist without being 
a Necessitarian, Moreover every Christian Necessitarian" (Toplady, it 
seems, was not so exclusive as Mr. Hamilton,) *'is so far a Calvinist. 
Have a care, therefore. Dr. Priestley, lest, having set your foot in the 
Lemaine Lake, you plunge in guantus quantus ; a catastrophe which, for 
my own part, and for your own sake, I sincerely wish may come to pass, 
and of which I do not wholly despair.** Toplady, it seems, would not have 
condemned even Socinianism, as a ^' Monstrum nulla virtute redemptum 
a vitiis,*' if he had thought with Mr. H. that it '' identified itself** with 
Necessarianism. Neither was Toplady aware that Priestley's Necessarian- 
ism was of such a nature ais to be essentially different from his own. On the 
contrary, in another letter to Dr. P. he says, with a reference to Necessity, 
" you well know that I have the honour to coincide almost entirely with 
your own view on that great subject." But confounding this with a 
distinct question, Mr. H. it seems is offended, that Mr. Belsham should 
have represented God, as ^^ the Author though not the |approver of evil, 
which, as such, is the object of his aversion.*' I shall not enter 
now upon this knotty point, but merely submit a parallel passage, from an 
orthodox writer, for Mr. Hamilton's consideration — '^ The Omnipotent 
Ruler of the Universe," says the Rev. Mr. Ballantyne, author of a work on 
the mind, containing some very acute remarks, ^^raay be the author of 
our doings in so far as they are doings, and yet have no concern with 
them, in so far as they are sins." As for the doctrine of Necessity, my 
own opinion is, that held, as Unitarians have generally held it, in combi- 
nation with the doctrine of final restoration, it is free from objections to 
which, ase rabraced by most Divines of the Calvinistic school, {most I say — 
not all — for I learn, from a note to Rutt's Memoirs of Priestley, p. 809, 
that there have been restorationists, such as White and Stonehouse, who 
have been Calvinistic on every other point,) it is exposed without the possi- 
bility of a reply, that ought to satisfy any souna understanding, or any 
benevolent heart. Let the extracts from Boston's works (Note H.) prove 
this. To Mr. H.*s question then " Why will the Socinian, as though his 
own system had not sufficient surface of impiety, accumulate upon it'gratui- 
tous guilt?" I think I have replied sufficiently, by proving that it has 
arisen from his want of correct information, as to tne state of opinion in 
our sect, at least, if not in his own. 



Note K. 

Mr. Hamilton's Misrepresentations of Passages from 

Unitarian Authors, 

As instances of shameful, and, if the context of the passages quoted has 
been referred to, which most assuredly it ought to have been, I am 
constrained to add, wilful misrepresentation, I request my readers to note 
particularly Mr. H.'s remarks, p. 81 of his Letters, on two passages of 
the Calm inquiry. ''The little power they (the Socinians,) have left to 

* Let Mr. H. read this last clause twice, and say, whether Mr. Belsham has ex- 
pressed himself more strongly. In the passage which he quotes from him, p. 92. 
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tile Saviour/' says he, " isto b« deriJed! a system of annoyance, if suefc' 
a word may be used, ia established ; and a refinement of indignity !■ 
carried on most wakeful and studied — ' Jesus knew their thoughts" — ' per- 
haps,' says thecalni inquirer, ' the historian mipjbt mean nothins more 
than that he judged from their counti-nance what waa passing in their 
minds." This is Mr. H.'s whole quotation. What would any of his 
readers suppose, but that Mr. Belsham denied or questioned our Lord's 
miraculous power to read the thoughts of the heart ; who would imagine 
that the above is only an tnsuial«d observation on one out of several pa». 
sages, on the whole series of which Mr. B. males the following remarks: — ■ 
" It appears that it was a received opinion among the Jews, that inspired 
prophets were acquainted to a certain extent, with the thoughts and cha- 
racters of those with whom they conversed. And they probably expected 
that the SlessJah would possess this knowledge in still greater perfection. 
U is evident from the history that our Lord did possess this know- 
ledge in a very hi^h degree. Be knew the character of Nathaniel, and 
his actions while in solitude. He was acquainted with the history of the 
woman of Samaria. The death of Lazarus was revealed to him, while 
he was at a distance from Bethanv. And in mauy instance! he discovers 
an intimate knowledge of the cUaracterB of his hearers, and of the 
thoughts which were passing in their minds." Again " the Purity," 
says Mr. H., " of our Lord's intellectual taste is to be attacked — ' Jesus 
proceeds to express himself in language still more offensive and disgust- 
ing." Here ends Mr. H.'s quotation. His readers, who have not the 
Calm Inquiry to refer to, will, of course conclude that Mt. B. speaks of 
our Lord as making use of language offensive and di^^scingin itself, and 
such as a person of pure inteliecmal tasta would not have employeil ; hut 
how far is this conclusion justified by a reference to the original passage ? 
In the first place the quotation is garbled. The whole passage may he 
found, p. 41, of Mr. B.'a work, and is as follows — " ver, 53 — 58. (_John 
-n.) " Jesus knowing their (his Jewish hearers') mean and secular motives, 
and desirous of being forsaken by them, does not condescend to correct 
their mistake, but" — here Mr. H.'s quotation commences — " proceeds to 

express himself in language still more offensive and disgusting" 

ofKDsive and disgusting to his Jewish hearers, Mr. B. evidently intended. 
That he has not expressed himself with perfect correctness may be ad- 
mitted, hut this is surely the most that can be said. He obviously means 
to represent our Lord as using language which was purposely and wisely 
designed to offend, di^st, and repel, carnal-minded, worldly hearers, 
whom he did not wish to retain any lot^er amongst his disciples, and 
who, accordinffly, the Evangelist informs us, after this discourse, went 
back and walked no more willi him. Whatever may be thought of Mr. 
B.'s view of the passage, every candid reader must see that he did not 
intend to reflect on the purity of our Lord's intellectual taste. How Mr. 
H. can justify his treatment of Mr. B. in the instances which I have 
specified ; — how he can prove that he has not intentionally misrepresented, 
and held him up to unmerited obloquy, 1 cannot imagine. On the moat 
favourable view that I can take of the case, he has received the extracts 
in question at second-hand, and has employed unverified quotations to 
ii\jure the reputation of an author, which is much the same in my' mind 
as circulating unverified reports to ruin the character of a man. Even 
with respect to those passages, from the doctrine of which I have thought 
it right to dissent in my letter, the candid reader will find on referring to 
the Calm Inquiry, pages 123 and 2S8, that, however objectionable they 
may be deemed in some resoects, they occur in the midst of others, which 
abundantly prove, that notliing but pr^udice and animosity of the very 
Ktrongest kind could have founded on Uiem SQcb atTocioas accusations as 
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Mr. H. has brought against Mr. Belsham, of an inclination to ^' sacrifice 
our Lord's character to cold distrust^ and wanton insinuation ; to worm 
into the mind doubts, which even that mind when most depraved would 
have loathed ; to surmise and hesitate, — and then transfix the talons of 
suspicion." As another specimen of Mr. H/s misrepresentations, I tran- 
scribe his comment on a passage in one of Dr. Priestley's letters to Mr. 
Lindsey, the whole of which the reader will find in the appendix to Mr. 
Belsham's Memoirs of Lindsey, p. 419. — " ' He/ (oh how gravelling is 
this passage, and what alembic has not been tried to volatilize it ; but it 
still remains as in its first projection) ' He,' says Priestley, speaking of 
President Jefferson, ' is generally/ considered as an unbeliever : if so, 
however, he cannot be far from us, and 1 hope in the way to be not only 
almost, but altogether, what we are.' " Now the reader will observe that 
the letter to Mr. Lindsey accompained one which Dr. P. had received 
from Mr. Jefferson, in which he speaks of Jesus Christ as ^^ the most 
innocent, the most benevolent, the most eloquent, and sublime character 
that has ever been exhibited to man," and of his system of morality, as 
'^ the most benevolent, and sublime probably, that has been ever taught, 
and more perfect than those of any of the ancient philosophers." With 
this letter Dr. P. thus writes, '^ Dear Friend, in my last I promised to 
send you a copy of Mr. Jefferson's letter on reading my pamphlet, en- 
titled ' Socrates and Jesus compared.' The above is that copy. He is 
generally considered as an unbeliever : if so, however, he cannot be far 
from us, and 1 hope in the way to be not only almost but altogether what 
we are. He now attends public worship very regularly, and his moral 
conduct was never impeached." What then was the ground of Dr. P.'s 
hope for Mr. Jefferson's conversion to Unitarian Christianity ? Was it, 
as orthodox critics would insinuate, his reported unbelief ? Obviously 
not : but the high estimate that he had avowedly formed of the Author 
and system of the Gospel, his regular attendance upon public worship, 
and his unblemished moral character. '' He is generally considered as an 
unbeliever : if he be one, howeverj" Dr. P. evidently meant to say, " yet 
he cannot, (when we consider the sentiments which ne expresses respect- 
ing the Gospel and its Author, his growing respect for the outward 
ordinances of religion, and the purity of his morals,) be far from being a 
Christian, and we may soon expect him to become one." A Christian, no 
doubt Dr. P. must be understood to imply, of his own school,— a believer, 
not in the *' Co-equal Three," but in the Messiahship of Jesus. Mr. 
H. will not surely assert that Dr. P. would have spoken in the same 
manner of Hume, or Gibbon, or ani/ unbeliever, considered simply as 
such. For my own part I do not see what there is in the passage, when 
viewed in its connection, to offend any honest, candid critic, orthodox or 
heterodox. It merely asserts a pretty obvious truth, that a serious- 
minded, virtuous man, acknowleaging the great truths of natural reli- 
gion, and thinking, as Jefierson professed to do, of Christ and Christi- 
anity, must soon yield to the proofs of the Divinity of his Mission. 
Such an one, regarding our Lord neither as a weak-minded enthusiast, nor 
a fraudulent impostor, must soon see that no alternative remained, but 
to confess him to be, what he professed to be, the Son of God. On the 
whole I can assure my readers that, — though it may be Mr. Hamilton's 
plan, when he makes excursions into an enemy's country, for the sake of 
spying out the nakedness of the land, to " report what he can"* upon his 
return, — ^his reports are not always to be depended upon ; — ^and that it 
would be wise for them, if they wish for authentic information, to travd, 
investigate, and judge for themselves. 

* See Letter, p. A. 



A Prayer by the Bee. A. Fuller. 

1 exprcGsed (p. H) the conviction, in)tireesed upon mf minil bf 
peruBal of the Life of Andrew FuUer, that, with all hia controvei 
Bsperitiee, he was a truly pious and virtuous man. I linow not that ] 
conclude these pages better than with the following excellent prayer, com- 
posed by him on reading an Atminian pubLcation, in which, with sonu 
slight variations in the shades of thought, few serious Christians, ortho- 
dox or heterodox, will, I think, refuse to join. 

" Omy God! LetnotlheLordbeangry with hia servant for thug speak- 
ing. I have, thou knowest, heretofore sought thy truth, I have earnestly 
entreated thee, (hat thou wouldst lead me into it ; that I might be rooted, 
established, and built up 'in it, as it is in Jesus. I have seen the truth <^ 
that saying ' It is a good thing to have the heart established by grace,' and 
now I would this day solemmy renew tnj prayer to Thee, and also ent^ 
afresh into covenant with Thee. O Lord God ! I find myself in a world 
where thousands profess Thy name; some are preaching, some writing, somf 
talking about religion. All profess to be searuhiiig after truth; to have 
Christ and the inspired writers on their side. 1 am afraid lest I should 
be turned aside from the simplicity of the Gospel. I feel my uuder^ 
standing full of darkness, my reason exceedin^y imperfect, my inl\ 
ready to start aside, and ray passions strangely volatile. O illurame nvf, 
understanding, ' teach my reason reason, my will rectitude, and let 
ever^ faculty of which 1 am possessed, be kept within the bounds of thyl 
service. let not the sleight of wicked men who lie in wait to deceive, I 
nor even the pious character of good men who yet may be under great ] 
mistakes, draw me aside. Nor do thou suffer my own fancy to misguide 
me. Lord, Thou hast given me a determination to take up no principle 
at second hand ; hut to search for every thing at the pure fountun of 1 
Thy word. Yet, Lord, I am afraid, seeing I am as liable to err as odier 
men, lest I should be led aside from truth by my own imagination. Hnti 
Thou not promised ' The meek Thou wdt guide in judgment,' and' 
' The meek Thou wilt leach Thy way ?" Lord, Thou knowest at thic 
time, my heart is not haughty, nor are my eyes lofty. ' O guide me bT 
Ihy counsel, and afterward receive me lo glory.' One thing in particular I ■ 
would pray for, namely, that 1 may not only be kept from erroneous prin- . 
ciples, but may so love the truth as never to keep it back. O Lord, never 
let me, under the specious pretence of preaching huliness, neglect to pro- 
mulge the truths of Thy word, for this day I see, and haveall along 
found, that holy practice has a necessary dependence on sacredprinci^p/e. 
O Lord, if thou wilt open mine eyes to behold the wonders of Thy word, 
and give me to feel their transforming tendency, then shall the Lord be 
my God; then let my tongue cleave to the roof of my mouth, if I shun 
to declare, to the best of my knowledge, the whole counsel of God. 



